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Executive Summary

Evaluation Study of the Upward Bound Program

Volume IV of -
A Study of the National Upward Bound

And Talent Search Programs

I. BACKGROUND AND PURPOSE

Under authority of the/Economic Opportunity Act of 1964, as amended (42
U.S.C. 2809), the Office Of Economic Opportunity (up) funded 17 Upward ROund
(UB) Projectsas a pilot program in.the summer of 1965. In 1966, UB was author-7

ized as a'national program under Title II-A of the Economic Opportunity'Act. On
1969, responsibility for the program was transferred from 0E0 to the

U.S. Office of-Education (USOE),.Department of Health,Eclucation, and Welfare.
.-(HEW).: Currently, UB is authorized under.section 408Of the Higher Education
. Act of 1965, as amended (20 U.S.C. 1068)..

UB was designed.to reach low-income high school students whO have potential
for successfully completing a postae'condary educatiom,ptogram'but

\

who, due to
inadequate preparation or lack cfi motivation, are:prevented from seeking higher
education or from meeting conventional criteria for adMission to a college,
university, or technical institute. Through the use of remedial nstruction,
exPosure to new or altered curricula, tutoring, cultural enrichment, and counsel-
ing, the program is designed to generate in such individuals the skills and

,`mtc)tivation nedessary. to entet and successfully complete Postsecondaryeducation.

During the aummer, UB students-typically-reside on a college, university;
-or secondary school campus for an intensive six to eight week session, taking
couraes, attending Cultural and social events, and receiving counseling.. In the
aeademic,year, they tYpically receive less intensive attention: they may attend
Saturday classes, attend periddic tutorial/counseling sessions, or participate
in occasional cultural enrichment activities. .During their junior and senior

:years of high school, they receive guidance in exploting.options for postsecond-
aty preparation'and the program best suited to -their needs.

In July 1973, USOE aWarded the Research Triangle.Institute (RTI) a contract
(OEC-0-73-7052) to plan and conduct an evaluation of the UB and Talent Search
(TS) programe. Several sources were consulted in.designing the study, including
the enabling.legislation, the official guidelines, selected program personnel,
current and former UB staff personnel and students, and three study advisory
panels. The planning-study was conducted ftom July 1973 to January 1974; the
actual studies were implemented and conducted rom February 1974 to March 1976.

.
The pritary goal of the RTI study was.to evaluate...two of the program's

major objectives.: (1) to increase the high,school retention rat of its parti--
cipants and (2) to increase the rate of.entry of its participants ntb post-
secondary institutions. Evaluation of the legislatively mandated bjective--
attainment of skills and motivation necessary for.postsecondary succ ss--was a
secondary goal of the study, primarily because of practical problems nvolved in
determining and measuring the nature and degree of such skills and. motivation.-
Another secondary study goal,was to provide a detailed national deacription of
the DB program, including characteristics of the staff and students, their
perceptions of the program, and project operations and costs. A final Study
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goal was to examine project characteristics in relation to attainment of program

objectives.

II. METHODOLOGY

The study utilized a quasi-experimental design in which a sample of UB

tudents and coMparison studentaswere followed through a short period of time.

The design was basically cross-sectional, with the collection of some retro-

spective and short-range longitudinal data. .

: Multi-stage probability Sampling techniques were employed. Of the UB

projects operating in the United States during the 1973-74 prograb year, 54 were

selected after stratification on student ethnicity,'number of.st:!del
project location, projett emphasis, and type of host institution. All partici-

pants in the sampled project who were in grades 10,-11, or 12 were selected.',.

yielding 3,710 UB students in the final.sample. The comparison population was
defined as students in the same grade levels and high schools as the UB students.

For each selected UB project', an average,of two high schools 'providing'students,.._.

to'thatprOject were selected. From sampled classrooms in each of these schools,

a total,of 1,340 comparison students (about: 21 per sampled school) were'selected
after stratification on grade.level, ethnicity,,low-income status, and academic

risk. The final sample-of UB project staff included project directors from all
54 selected projects and a sample of 104 counselors and.211 instructors. Also,

15 of the 54 sampled,UB projects were selected for site visitation.

Data were collected through questionnaire responses, interview responses,
and student records. Very low return rates were experienced with only one
student questionnaire which was directed.to.dropouts who were difficult tb

locate and probably less =otivated to respond. jn total; over 98 Percent of
students in both the UB and comparison groupS.Tesponded to at least One ques-

tionnaire. The minimum return rate for staff questionnaires was 73 percent for

UB instructors,: Complete staff data (i.e.,AueStionnaires returned by all
sampled staff in a project) were available for only one-third of the projects
sampled, hut in about 70 percent of the projects, questionnaires were. available
from the projectdirector and from at least half of the sampled counselors and

instructors. In all, the extent of indeterminate data for returned question-
naires had no serious ImPact on the analysis. '

'For_analyses, sampling weights were used where feasible in computing the
various statistics as unbiased estimates of population parameters. Weight

adjustments were made for both item and instrument nonresponse. To evaldate the
attainment of baSic UB objectives, a series of analyses focused on comparative

student outcomes of DB participants and comparison students. Differences between

4 these populations en such factors as grade level, sex, race, academic risk
poverty status, and general region, state, district, -ar school-specific educa-
tional environments were reduced by the sample desigi or by a posteriori statis-

tical adjustment of the comparison group's indices.

III. SUMMARY AND INTERPRETATION OF MAJOR FINDINGS

A. _ztainment of Basic UB Objectives

.Increasing the Rate of High School Completion. .

Fall-to-spring high school continuance rate within each of grade

levei 10,,11, and 12 is slightly higher for the UB group than for the
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comparison group-7significantly so for grades 10 and 11. Regardless of grade

level considered, however, these continuance rates for both groups were quite
, high, ranging from 93 to 98 percent. Within the,UB group, fall-to-spring contin-

uance rates for twelfth graders tended to increase with the length of time
students had spent in the UB 'program. FalI-to7-fall high school continuance
rates are lower for both groupS', ranging from 85 to 93 percent. The only statis-
tically significant fall-to-fall rate difference was for grade 10, in Which the
UB students showed- higher rates (93 percent verus 86 percent). Further, these
'rates do not appear to be related to the extent of UB participation- These
analyses do no6'indicaté that the UB program is gignifir- .4sing high

school completion among its participants. For db and similar aLudents,.the
estimaaed probal-ility of completion of any'given high school grade is high (85
,percent cr above); the estimated probability of comPleting the twelfth grade,
for a student who enters the tenth..,grade is about 70 percent, regardless of UB'
participation. -

2. Increasng the Rate of Entry Lnto Postsecondary Education (PSE)

Among high school graduates, 47 percent of the Comparison students
entered PSE as compared to 71 perrent of the UB participants. Among all indi-
viduals who could have entered PEE (i.e., those not still in-high school, includ-
ing dropouts), 65 percent of UB students entered PSE as compared t(5.43 percent.
,of comparison students. There\is also evidence that among high "school graduates,
PSE entry: rate is pOsitively related to length of participation in the UB program...,

-,:hat is, 78 percent of the students who had participated in UB in grades 10
through 12 entered P'SE, 69 percent- of the students whO had participated in UB in
grades 11 and 12 entered PSE, ant 68 percent of the students who had participated
in UB only in'grade 12 entered PSE. Of,those UB stndents'entering PSE institu-
tions,about 75 percent enrolled in four-Year colleges or universities,about 20
percent entered two-year junior or community college's, and the remaining students
entered vocational, trade,. or other schools; comparable figures for the comparison
group.were about 45, 30, and 25 percenC, respectively: ,

Given these results, it appears that UB participation is positively related
to immediate entry into PSE. A plausible explanation-for this relationship
.(though.not the only One) is that UB program participation raises the probah4ity
of student entry into PSE.

3. Generating Skills and Motivation Necessary for Success in
Education Beyond High School -

Analyses indicated the UB, program helps students in preparation for'
PSE, including the applications process. The data further indicated'that propor-
tionally more UB than comparison students apply for financial aid. Although UB
aid applicants do not receive more offers of aid, they do receive more adequate
offers, generally In the form.of larger grants. There waado apparent relation-
ship betT.ieen UB participation and changes in academic measures from ninth grade ,

to current grade in terms of'grade point average, proportion of academic credits
takefi, and academic credits passed. There :fa evidence, however, that greater
proportions of UB participants planned and expected to attend and complete PSE.
TheSe results suggest that the UB program is providing supportive, advocacy, and
advisory services that facilitate entrance to PSE.

4. Student Evaluations of UB Projects

Students involved in th-1.- :3 orojects appear positive about the staff
and their program experience. T iality of the currict1um, of counseling, and
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tutoring, and of overall administration is perceived to be quite high, as is the
pattern of staff and student interrelationships. The self-reports of the students
strongly suggest-that they are incorporating program objectives into their own

Hpehavior,_self-concept, and aspirations: The average ratings of.academic year
program elements were Slightly lower than .th-o-S-6-6f.compar Le-eIemorts in tr-

suMmer program. Students perceived the U3 program's CE- :1 funct' -s and

day-to-day operations of tearhin, c()1,, eling, and admini 'ion w,!11

conducted and organized. They coniiijerA th best qualities of the program to
be the staff's.interest in the students and the harmonious relationships among
the staff and among the students. They also prized highly the 4,aff's willingness
to accept student suggestions. Of the potentia.1 benefits attailiable froi.UB
participation, students rated gaining a better =aderstanding of the need for
education. and being prepared to 2ain admission :o college or othet types of
schools as being most important. At the same t=e, not all students find all
projett activities helpful.

B. Characteristics of UB Projects, Staff,and Students

A major finding, supported by-the site visits and the analyses of question-
naire responses., is that UB does not appear to represent a single intervention,
or even two or three clearly delineated interventions.- Variation, rather Chan
commonality, was the salient aspect of program description.for most of the
dimensions considered. Within the,general limits established by program guide-
lines, projects varied extensively in the kinds of students served and the Ways
in which specific intervention strategies were implemented. Pursuit of the
general program objectives 'appeared to be common across projects, but particular
objectives and .emphases given them showed considerable variation among projects.

1. .Project Costs

In the program year from i July 1973 to30 June 1974, 416 UB projects
teported serving 51;755 clients at a cost of $38.3 million. Of the 416 projects
67 served approximately 12,200 veterans and 9 special demonstration\projects
served approximately 980 students. The estimated average yearly total cost per
project (excluding in-kind contributions) was $111,986 for the 1973-74 program:
For the 1973.summer program, the eStimated cost was $63,769 per project or
approximately $830 per student.served; for the 1973-74 academic year program,
,the-estimated-evetage-cost_was $51,863 ot approximately 000 per student served.

Over 90 percent of these'monies were contributed by federgl sources. There was
considerable.variation in the cost figures reported for projects. The range of
reported total costs, excluding in-kind contributions, was from $9-,792 to $115;000'
during the summer program and from $19,500 to $134,000 during the academic year.
Nonfederal support ranged from $0 to well over $100,000, with the preponderance
of proiects reporting no nonfederal funding. Projects reported receiving an
average of $9,149 worth of in-kind contributions; such as office space, facilities,
and personnel serVices, although these estimates are suspected to be low.

ExeMinations of project coSts And project characteristic3 indicated the
number of etudents setved was positively related to total project costs. %These

'.results are not, surprising as project funding is determined by a formula which
ac,counts for the-number of students to be served. No :-_actors were observed that

would suggest institutional or urban-rural inequities in funding.

2. Project Activities and Services

A wide range of courses and classes,' tutorin; and_counseling services,
-sparts, social and cultural activilies, and medical:and dental services were
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offered by projects during '
and counseling service, v
sessions, but there wet,
ties. A greater variety 01
program than during the academic 3ro,r. The ectivities most commonly available

---were-also-dharacterized by the highest participation rates among those students
for whom the activities had been ayailable-;--andi,these-.activities were considered
to be the most helpful among the students who had participated. '-Although the
overall program exhibits considerable variability-particularly in the academic
year component--UB seems to be providing and delivering the basic activities
required by the guidelines.

3. Relations with Host Institutions and Other SupportingGroupe

UB staff reported receiving at least moderately,effective support frdm
their host institutions, their advisory committOes, arid other parent and community.

__groups. The staff and students reported good relationships atong theMselves,
suggesting that in most projects the directoFs, staff, arid students formed a
highly cohesive group. Almost all of the project dinctors.rated their host .

institutions (primarily public and private colleges and universities) as being
supportive.. Evidence of host institution support and commitment to Specified
projec1.5, and to the UB concept in general, was also obtained in site visits.
Directcrs reported cooperative relationships with other programs for the disad-
vantaged which operated in their areas (both those administered by the same host
.institution and those administered by other institueions). UB instructors and
counselore also reported receiving a high degree of cooperation from high schools
and PSE :!nstitutiOns. Suchcooperation is important since UB projects typically
depend on high schools for recruiting students, providing school records, and
developing complementary programs of study for students. 'Additionally the
projects depend on PSE institutions for processing applications, granting admis-
sion, administering financial aid, and providing for the needs of students in-
the.institutions. Many project directors interviewed during sile visits felt
the need for more assistance, monitoring, feedback, and directiOn than.they were
currently receiving from the central and regional offices,of USOE. A common
concernaCross projects and regions was the timing of notification of funding
and consequent late funding.

-th t'he's:Immer and acad'
-11y Offered by aj

!ariability in the
eemed to be avL.

--year yrograms.. Tutoring
rciects d hoth

,ility of otit,.r activi-
-14,b1e during the summer

4.. Project Staff

On the average,- the prdjects were etaffed by one and one-half fUll-
time equivalent (FTE) administrative employees and three FTE support staff
during both the academic year and summer programs. The major staffing difference
between the two program components was for instructors and counselors, with an
average of 4.3 of these service deLfvery employees during the academic year and
11.5 during the summer program. There was considerable variation about these
avorage staffing profiles, but no significant associations were found to exist
between project staffing patterns and other project characteristics.

Most staff members were young (age 35 or less). Nearly all project directors,
and over half of the instructors and counselors, were male. The greatest propor- '

tion ofproject directors were black, while the greatest proportiot of instructors
and counselore were white. Projects appeared to employ staff of the same ethni-
city as the student participants, though not always in the.same pramortions.
Most of the staff had Obtained at least a bachElor's degree, With slightly more
than half having obtaineda degree at the m'astar's level or.higher. In general,
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the course work and training completed by the UB project staff appeared directly

related to their job needs. Over a third of the staff reported current partici-
pation in continuing education, and over half had attended workshops on teaching,
counseling, or program administration for disadvantaged students. .In addition
to formal training and education, UB project staff generally had considerable
practical experience in their field of work, but less experience working speci-
ficslly with disadvantaged students.

All staff members, including project directors performed a number of
actvides in common, principally, .teaching and 8ounaeling. Most staff members
apPeared-to be carrying reasonable work loads, and to be directingtheir energies
efficiently. Instruction 'tended to be oriented Coward group- discussion or
individnalized.instruction, and competition was aeemphasized;

There was n extremely high degree of agreement in the ratings.of educational
goals by project directors,"counselors; and inatructors. In general; the staff
agreed that the more important goals of education were developing student enthn7
siasm for learning, helping students to feei important, and providing stddents
with a solid grasp of fundamental skills. Instructors-rated the following

bebaviors to be most important in-their teaching: encouraging students to .

become involved, giving-students praise andaffection, answering student ques-,

tions,.encouragingstudents:to make choices, and diagnosing individual learning
prolems.

5. .Rik1,4:iuirland Characteristics of Students

ULdnt most frequently reported first hearing about the program
from other UB'W44ents. Other sources from which substantial proportions of
students.first heard of the program were school guidance counselors, UB staff

memhers,,,and schoo7teadhers. These results support observations that formal
student recruitment was carried out in most projects by "contact counselors" in ,

the feeder high schools. Responsibility for the final selection of students,
using various criteria butgenerally considering factors such as family income,
grades and aptitude test scores, teacher and counselor recommendations, evidences
of, student motivation, and personal intuition, was assuMed by UB project.directors

and staff.

About 51 percent of the UB students were black; 18 percent were white; and
20 Percent either American Indians, Mexican Americans, Puerto Ricans, or.Orientals.
ApPzoximately 56 percent of UB students were female. Approximately 85 percent

of the students Were to 18 years of age; and approximately 15, 39, and 45
percent were-in grades 10, 11, and 12, respectively. 'Based on ninth grade
academic information which was typically prior to UB participation, slightly
more than half of the UB students were classified as "academic risks."_ On an
index that is closely related but not identical to federal poverty-level guide-
lines, approximately two-thirds of the UB students were considered to be at or
below poverty level. About one-hali-the parents of UB students had attained a
formal education equivalent to or greater than a high school diploma. UB students
were seen by directors, instructors; and counselors as most proficient in peer
relazions and creativity. General academic ability of students was rated to be
above average by all stan. Thelowest ratings were given to ,student attitudes
towa zd. authority and toward school, self-concept, and attention span.
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Although most UB students appeared to be the kind for whom the program is
intended,.the definition of the target, group with regard to potential for academic
,achievement appeared to vary because of lack of specificity, operational-feaat------
bility, or differences in interpretation amongttaff in Variousjprojects. Some'

of the resulting differences in the UB participants among projects,mayrepresent
a desirable heterogeneity, but this- heterogeneity appears to result from vari-
ability in personal convictions or preferences of project staff or from lack of
precision,in definitions specified in the legislation and guidelines. This is
not to.state that ineligible or undeserving students are being served, but that

. a variety of kinds of disadvantagement are probably now represented in different
projects.

C. The Relationships of Student Outcomes to Project Characteristics

The relationships of project characteristics With average stu nt outcomes =

for the project sites were analyzed. Poverty status, grade-point veragé in the
-tinih'grade, academic risk, sex, and similar pre-UB measures of st dent charac-
teristics had strong relationships with outcome measures such'as P E entry
rates, changes in grade-point averages; and types of PSE entered. elationships
between outcome measures.and UB staff .characteristics, types of instruction,
counseling, and tutoring were examined, after adjustmentsTfor pre-UB measures
and some weak relatibnships were found. The basic findihg suggests that protects
with lower proportions of academic risk and/or poverty level students are more
likely to achieve the basic goal of inducing or experiencing high PSE entry
rates. This relationship does not provide particularlyHuseful information .for
-program-level decision making, since any project can determine, through selection
procedures, the academic and econotic nature.of,particiPants (within the can-
straints of the program guidelines).

Generally, the analyses did notdiscover any systematic set of UB project
characteristic'S related to success. A possible explanation of-this pattern of
findings,.which is supported by observationsiduring site visitE, is that different
'approaches are used by UB projects because different types of students are
selected, and that different students are selected because.a UB project.has

_geared its approach to that particular type of student. With this explanation,
statistical adjustments for input'differences, such as those used.in' these
analyses would tend to cancel any-effects due to.a UB process. Thiasexplanation
is quite consistent.with the' study findings, but to investigate.the hypothesis
more fully would require different approaches to both design and measurement

:than those employed in this study.



Chapter 1

Introduction'

I. GENERAL

This volume constitutes the fourth of a four-volume report entitled ".

A Stud of the National U ward Bound and Talent Search Pro rams)! The

volume describes the results of an evaluation study of the,UPward Bound

(UB) Program--a nationwide progrkm funded by/the U.S. Office of Education

(USOE) to help selected low-income high school students prepare for and

enter postsecondary educationerThe itudy; conducted bY the Research

Triangle'Inititute (RTI), was funded by the Office of Planning, Budgeting,

and Evaluation (OPBE) of USOE (contract number OEC-0-73-7052).
\7Under the §ame contract, another federally funded program, Talent

Search (TS), waso.also studied. The results of the TS evaluation and other

companion studies are reported in the first three volumes. Volume I

\provides a Review of the Literature Relevant to ,Upward,Bound 1.1d Tahmt

Search Programs. Volume II provides Estimates of the Target Populations

for bhe Upward Bound and Talent Search Programs. Volume III reports the

results of the Descriptive Study of.the Talent Search Program.

This chapter describes the UB program, presents an overview of the

development of.the UB study design, and outlinesthe organization of the

remainder of Volume IV. AppendiT of supportj.ng documents and informa-
z-

tion for Volume IV have been bound separately.

II. BACKGROUND

The UB program originated in the Office of Economic Opportunity (0t0)

from pilot demonstration projects that operated in the summer of 1965. In

1966 it was authorized as a national program under Title II-A of th&

1/
A Study of the National Upward Bound and Talent Search Programs.

Final Report -22U-889, Four Volumes; Research Triangle Park, NOrth
Carolina: Research triangle Institute, April 1976.
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Economic Opportunity ACt. In 1968 the Higher.Eduction Ardendments tranS,:

feried the-UB program from the Office of Economic OpPortnnitY to the U.S.

Office of Education. The present legiSlative authority for the UB program
6-

is the Education Amendments-of 1972 (Public Law 92-318.91.-

UB was designed to reach low-income-high-schoolstudents who have
.

potential for succeSsfully completing a postsecondary program but who, due

to inadequate preparation-or lack of motivation, are prevented from seeking

higher ealleation or from meeting conventional criteria for admission 6) a

college, university, or technical institute. Through the use of creative

remedial instruction, exposure to new or altered,curricula, tutoring, .

cultural exposure, and encouragement, the program is designed/to generate

in,such individuals the skills and motivation necesgary to-enter and
4

successfully complete postsecondary education.

During the summer, UB.students.typically regide on a college, univer-

sity, or secondary school campusfor an intensive 6- to 8-week session,

taking courses, attending cultural and soClal events, and-receiving counSel-
1,1

ing. the academic year, theY typically reCeive less intensive attention;,

they may attend Saturday-classes, attend periodic tutorial/counseling

sessions, or garticipate in.'occasional.cultural enrj.chment activities.

During their.junior and senior years, they receiv*encourngement andguidance.

in exploring many options for poStsecondary preparation'and the program

bestfluited to their needs.

InStitutions Sponsoring. UB projects typiedlly.are 2- or-4-year:colleges;
t

in some cages, projects are sponsored by secondary schools or-cooperating

groups of institutions. The-1968 Higher Education Amemdments required

projects to (a) establish cooperation between postsecondary institutions
,

4,4,

an4 secondary schools, Do) provide health services for program participants,

(c) provide each student a stipend of no more.than $30 per month,.and (d)

establish a maximum coSt-per-student of $1,800.per year, with the Federal

share of.expenditures limited to a maximum of 80 percent or $1,440 per
,.

student. The Education Amendments of 1972 removed.these requirements

'except for the,ceiling on student stipends, increasing.the Federal share of

program".-funding to 100 percent.
.

)Duri g fisEal year 1973, or program year 1973-1974, there were 416'UB

projects operating in the United States and its territorieg. The UB data :bank
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4 .-
rePorting system indicates that,.these iirojects served 51,755. individual

pqticipants-
2/

at A cost of $38.3 million during that period. Of the'416'

projects, 67 were created specially for veterans, serving approximately

12,200 of them in FY 1973, and.9 were special demonstration projects which

served approximately,980 students in FY 1973, according. to che UB.data

system. The present Study.involved only the 333 regular UB projects (not

the Special Veterans or demonstration UB projects) operating in the cater-
,

)1dmous United StetedUring FY1973.

The present study Was deeMed necessary by USOE for severaLreasons.-

Past.studies of the program have been inadequate in some respects and are,

in most cases, out of date.. Some evaluative studies 'of UB have been under-
. ,

taken in the past; however, the majority of such studies have been at the

proiect level (see Volume I of this series of reports). Many such studies

have been discounted'as "advocacy studies." Although the USOE maintains a

ditabank of information about current and former UB participants, this

system is considered inadequate to provide a current, comprehensive evalua-

. tion of the program. Standaret available'system software is focused on
-

providing project-by-project or aggregate statistics (at various levels of

aggregation), but this data source and the related Software were neither

intended nor designed to provide data to the extent required for a compre-

, hensive evaluation of the program.

The UB program waa:subjected to a rather comprehensive review in 1969

, by Greenleigh Associates, Inc., under contract to the 0E0.-- The Greenleigh

,-study, however, did at meet present needs in that: (a) the evaluation was

conducted at an earry point in the history of the program, reflecting its

operation at.that time through,the 0E0 (substantial program changes have

been subsequently made, including transfer to the Division of Student

*S(upport and Special Programs (DSSSP) of USOE, changes in legislation, and

regicinalization.of program direction); ,(b) it was not possible to observe

2/ Due to participant turnover and the overlapping of project year with
'fiscal year, the number df participants being served at a given point in
time woUld-be considerably less than this figure.

21 ,-Greenleigh Associates,. Inc. Upward Bound 1965-69: A History and
Synthesis of Data on the Program in the Office of Economic Opportunity.
New York: Greenleigh Associates, Inc., February 1970.
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the long-term effects toward retention of UB alumni in higher education;

and (c) certain inadequacies existed'in the control groups employed.

Another notable atudy of the UB-program was recently conducted by the
4/

General Accounting Office (GAO). Though severely ldmited in scope(in

both kinds of data employed and numbers of projects examined), this study

nevertheless raised serious questions as to the'relative effectiveness of

the UB program and the validity of the informatiorPcontained in the UB,data

file.

III. DEVELOPMENT OF THE c'TUDY DESIGN

In response to a request for proposals issued by USOE in May 1973, RTI

submitted a proposal for the planning of a comprehensive study and evalua-

tion of two programs, UB and TS. On acceptance of the proposal by USOE,

RTI carried out the planning study during the period of June 1973 to January

1974. The actual studies of UB and TS were implemented subsequently, from

February 1974 to March 1976.2/

This section discusses the procedures followed in formulating the UB

study design during the planning phase, the constraints limiting the

design, the resolutions of problems arising from these constraints, and the

main fearures of the resultant design.

A. Procedures

.The design of the study involved several iterative processes. The key

aspects, however, can be summarized in four steps. The first major step in

designing the study was to obtain a comprehensive and realistic understand-

ing of the UB program from available existing data and past studies, This

step included the formulation of a model of the UB program, preseftted below

in subsection III.B. The second atep involved determining specific objec-

tives of the study and attendant constraints. The third step was designing

±I, Comptroller General of the United States. Problems of the Upward
Bound Program in Preparing Disadvantaged Students for a Postsecondary Edu-
cation. Washington, D.C.: U.S. Government Printing Office, March 1974.

5/ The present series of reports describe the results of these studies;
this volume rePorts the results of the UB study.
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alternative studies and estimating for each alternative the degree to which

it would meet the.objectives and the level of effort and time it would

. entail. The last step was choosing a final- design. .Several sources of

information and assistanta were consulted in carrying out these, steps.

In order to obtain a detailed.understanding of the program and to

devise alternative preliminary designs, several sources were employed: the

published literature concerning UB; government documents providing the

legislation-and-operating-guidelines-for-UB-projectsl-officials-of-the USOE,

DSSSP, and OPBE; senior program officers_in several USOE Regional Offices;

and UB project Staff and students. In addition, an advisory council wag

formed to review the UB model and the preliminary designs, and,to help in

the other steps of-the design process.

The advisory council aided the research team by contributing its

knowledge of UB projects, UB personnel, and edUcational.programs fox

disadvantaged youths. It was composed *Of members of the educational

community, personnel involved with UB and TS at the project and regional

.1eVels, and personnel from DSSSP and OPBE. (see Appendix H'for a list of'

Members). The full council met three times during the planning study.

At the first meeting, which took place early in the planning study,

the advisory council suggasted some changes in the'UB' model, considered the

/preliminary study, designs, and discussed with the RTI research team the

primary objectives/of the study and certain practical,constXaints in

Implementing any study.

After the first meeting, the RTI research team developed a series of

alternative study designs, in light of the feedback froM the advisory

council- At the second advisory council meeting, near the end of the
1

planning phase,, these refined designs (ranging from a minimal cross. section-
\

Al study of high school seniors to a 7-year longitudinal study) were

examined and the council oeferechadvice regarding their preferred designs.
6/

-Subsequently; OPBE, in tonsultation with the RTI team: and in consideration

of.the council's recommendations, selected the study reported in this

voluMe (along with the other two studies reported in VolumeS II and III).

6/
The alternative'designs are detailed in an unpublished working paper

prepared for USOE entitled Talent Search and Upward Bound Evaluation
Study, 12 November 1975.
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Ln znarfinal meeting during th-.1?- planting he council mmt to

thE =ier ...astrumEnts that. ar .e.en de71Eloped by =a for

Jition to the at council, a panel was formed t3

student questicnires and study de7,n. This panel was com-

of former or;current UB students or stuci- s mtherwise involved in

UB ;.,c1:=11...,rphip of this panel is given in Appet.

Ir-1, February 1974, the implementation of the phasen atudy began.

Durinm _he course of the
r

..a.mudy, the advisory c ,;opil was keDt informed of

progre-.i by monthly newsLamters. The council fmr a final time in

Februa- 1976 to review tae present report and.to suggest mmdifications

prior to its submission to USOE.

An additional advisory group was utilized during the implementation

phase. This-was a committee formed.and convened by USOE to review the.
/

analysis plans for the present study2- (see Appendix H for a list of members).

B. A Model of Upward Bound Processes and Effects

In planning theUB study, one of the first steps was to develop a

conceptual scheme representing the UB processes and consequences, as well

as other relevant factors to be considered in the evaluation.

The model, as depicted in Figure 1.1, represents in sequence-
8/

UB and

related Processes and outcomes. The boxes in page 1 of Figure 1.1 depict

the procedures and conditions required for creating UB projects, including

funding nd staffing. Once projects have begun operations, they select

students and offer a number of activities constituting the Vrogram treatment,

as listed in the box labelled "Program Activities" (page 2 of Figure 1.1).

These activities or treatments are intended to produce certain effects i

(page 3 o. Figure 1.1), which are separated into those occurring: (1)

during UB participation; "Immediate Effects"; (2) in the few (up to four)

7/ The analysis plans were presented to the committee in a document
entitled ieportof Planned Analyses for Upward Bound Evaluation, Volumes .

I and II. Research Triangle Park, N.C,: Research Triangle Institute,
NoVember i974.

8/
Figure-1.1 is presented on three separate pages; the sequential nature

of the processes and outcomes is represented' from left to right on a given
page.

3 0

1.6



C
O
N
D
I
T
I
O
N
S
 
F
O
R
 
U
P
W
A
R
D
 
B
O
U
N
D

T
a
r
g
e
t
 
P
o
p
u
l
a
t
i
o
n
:

L
o
w
 
i
n
c
o
m
e
.

C
u
l
t
u
r
a
l
 
m
i
n
o
r
i
t
y
 
o
r
 
f
r
o
m
 
o
t
h
e
r

d
i
s
a
d
v
a
n
t
a
g
e
d
 
e
p
i
r
o
n
m
e
n
t
.

S
t
u
d
e
n
t
s
 
f
r
o
m
 
h
i
g
h
 
s
c
h
o
o
l
s
 
w
i
t
h

h
i
g
h
 
d
r
o
p
o
u
t
 
r
a
t
e
.
.

U
n
d
e
r
n
e
-
1
0
"
.
.
p
m
e
n
i
 
i
n
 
n
i
..

g
h
 
s
c
h
o
o
l

h
Y

4
o
n
a
i

A
s
u
r
e
s
.

H
O
 
o
f
 
m
o
L
i
v
a
t
i
a
n
 
f
n
r

,
r
t
e
n
.

P
o
t
e
n
t
i
a
l
 
f
o
c
 
R
t
a
d
e
m
i
:
:

a
c
h
i
e
v
e
m
e
n
t
.

P
r
i
m
a
r
i
l
y
 
s
t
n
d
e
n
t
s
 
c
o
m
p
l
e
t
i
n
g

1
0
t
h
 
a
n
d
 
l
l
t
h
 
g
r
a
d
e
s
.

A
p
p
l
i
c
a
n
t
s
 
f
o
r
 
U
B
 
F
u
n
d
s
:

S
e
c
o
n
d
a
r
y
 
a
n
d
 
p
o
s
t
s
e
c
o
n
d
a
r
y

e
d
u
c
a
t
i
o
n
a
l
 
i
n
a
t
i
l
d
L
i
t
i
n
s

o
r
 
a
-
c
o
n
s
o
r
t
i
u
m
 
o
f
 
t
h
e
s
e

i
n
s
t
i
t
u
t
i
o
n
s
.

P
u
b
l
i
c
 
a
n
d
 
p
r
i
v
a
t
e
 
(
p
r
o
f
i
t

o
r
 
n
o
n
p
r
o
f
i
t
)
 
a
g
e
n
c
i
e
s

d
e
s
i
g
n
a
t
e
d
 
b
y
 
e
d
u
c
a
t
i
o
n
a
l

!
n
s
t
i
t
u
t
i
o
n
s
.

N

r
o
j
e
c
t
 
D
i
r
e
c
t
o
r
.

I
n
s
t
r
u
c
t
o
r
s
.

C
o
u
n
s
e
l
o
r
s
.

O
t
h
e
r
 
s
u
p
p
o
r
t
i
n
g

s
t
a
f
f
.

F
i
g
u
r
e
 
1
.
1
.

A
 
C
o
n
c
e
p
t
u
a
l
 
M
o
d
e
l
 
o
f
 
U
p
w
a
r
a
 
R
o
u
n
d
.

A
D
V
T
S
O
R
Y

C
O

M
M

IT
T

E
E

S

C
o
m
m
u
n
i
t
y
 
R
e
s
o
u
r
c
e
s
.

P
a
r
e
n
t
 
A
d
v
i
s
o
r
y
.

A
c
a
d
e
m
i
c
 
A
d
v
i
s
o
r
y
.

S
t
u
d
e
n
t
s
.



N
O
M
I
N
A
T
I
O
N
S
 
O
F
 
S
T
U
D
E
N
T
S
 
R
Y
:

H
i
g
h
 
S
c
h
o
o
l
 
T
e
a
c
h
e
r
s
.

H
i
g
h
 
S
c
h
o
o
l
 
C
o
u
n
s
e
l
o
r
s
.

H
i
g
h
 
S
c
h
o
o
l
 
P
r
i
n
c
i
p
a
l
s
.

H
i
g
h
,
S
c
h
o
o
l
 
S
t
u
d
e
n
t
s
.

C
o
m
m
u
n
i
t
y
 
A
c
t
i
o
n
 
A
g
e
n
c
i
e
s
.

V
I
S
T
A
.

N
e
i
g
h
b
o
r
h
o
o
d
 
Y
o
u
t
h
 
C
o
r
p
s
.

J
u
v
e
n
i
l
e
 
C
o
u
r
t
 
O
f
f
i
c
e
r
s
.

S
e
L
d
e
m
e
n
t
 
H
o
m
e
 
W
o
r
k
e
r
s
.

C
h
u
r
c
h
 
L
e
a
d
e
r
s
.

J
o
b
 
C
o
r
p
s
.

M
o
d
e
l
 
C
i
t
i
e
s
.

S
e
l
f
-
a
p
p
l
i
c
a
t
i
o
n
n
.

-
-

U
N
 
S
t
u
d
e
n
t
s
.

F
i
g
u
r
e
 
1
.
1
.
 
(
c
o

S
E
L
E
C
T
I
O
N
 
O
F
 
S
T
U
D
E
N
T
S
 
B
Y

l
i
D
 
S
T
A
F
F
 
A
C
C
O
R
D
I
N
G
 
T
O
:

i
n
t
u
i
t
i
v
e
 
j
u
d
g
m
e
n
t
.

P
a
t
t
e
r
n
s
 
o
f
 
g
r
a
d
e
s
 
a
n
d

t
e
s
t
s
.

I
n
t
e
r
v
i
e
w
s
 
w
i
t
h
 
s
t
u
d
e
n
t
,
:

a
n
d
 
p
a
r
e
n
t
s
.

R
E
S
T
R
I
C
T
I
O
N
S
:

A
c
a
d
e
m
i
c
 
n
e
e
d
.

P
o
v
e
r
t
y
 
c
r
i
t
e
r
i
a
 
o
r

I
n
c
o
m
e
 
m
i
s
m
a
n
a
g
e
m
e
n
t
.

P
u
b
l
i
c
 
h
o
u
s
i
n
g
 
o
r

w
e
l
f
a
r
e
 
o
r
 
c
u
l
t
u
r
a
l

i
s
o
l
a
t
i
o
n

n
t
h
:
t
i
e
d
)

P
R
O
G
R
A
M
 
A
C
T
I
V
I
T
I
4
 
(
S
U
M
M
E
R

S
E
S
S
I
O
N
S
 
A
N
D
 
A
C
A
D
E
M
I
C
 
Y
E
A
R
)

H
e
a
l
t
h
 
S
e
r
v
i
c
e
s
.

C
u
r
r
i
c
u
l
u
m
 
o
f
.
c
o
u
r
s
e
s
,
 
u
s
i
n
g

'
c
r
e
a
t
i
v
e
 
a
n
d
 
I
m
o
v
a
t
i
v
e

t
e
c
h
n
i
q
u
e
s
 
a
n
d
i
 
c
u
r
r
i
c
u
l
u
m

C
o
u
n
s
e
l
i
n
g
 
(
p
e
r
s
 
n
a
l
,

a
c
a
d
e
m
i
c
,
 
v
o
c
t
t
i
o
n
a
l
)
.

C
u
l
t
u
r
a
l
 
a
c
t
i
v
i
t
i
e
s
.

R
e
c
r
e
a
t
i
o
n
a
l
 
a
c
t
i
v
i
t
i
e
s
.

E
x
t
r
a
c
u
r
r
i
c
u
l
a
r
 
l
a
c
t
i
v
i
t
i
e
s
:

s
t
u
d
e
n
t
 
g
o
v
e
r
n
M
e
n
t
 
n
e
w
s
-

p
a
p
e
r
,
 
s
t
u
d
e
n
e
 
s
e
r
v
i
c
e
s
.

F
O
R
 
S
E
N
I
O
R
S
:

H
e
l
p
 
a
p
p
l
y
 
f
o
r
 
c
o
l
l
e
g
e
 
a
d
-

m
i
s
s
i
o
n
 
a
n
d
 
s
c
h
o
l
a
r
s
h
i
p
s
.

W
r
i
t
e
 
r
e
c
o
m
m
e
n
d
a
t
i
o
n
s
.

M
a
k
e
 
p
e
r
s
o
n
a
l
 
c
o
n
t
a
c
t
s
.

P
l
a
c
e
 
I
n
 
c
o
l
l
e
g
e
.

H
l
p
 
f
i
n
t
L
c
u
u
n
s
e
l
i
n
g
 
a
n
d

t
u
t
o
r
i
n
g
 
f
o
r
 
d
a
 
s
t
u
d
e
n
t
s

a
s
 
c
o
l
l
e
g
e
 
f
r
e
s
h
m
a
n
 
a
n
d

l
a
t
e
r
.

O
T
H
E
R
 
C
A
U
S
E
S
 
O
F
4
4
;
D
I
A
T
E

E
F
F
E
C
T
S

H
a
i
m
 
,
,
!
.
-
t
u
t
t

ot
 4

f
!O

nt
tl 

:;
1

..
,
a
n
d
 
I
n
s
i
i
k
u
t
W
.

D
i
f
f
e
r
e
n
t
i
a
l
 
d
r
d
p
o
u
t
 
f
r
o
m
 
(
1
8
-

c
i
f
 
s
t
e
d
e
n
t
s
a
U
d
 
o
f

.
.

.

I
n
f
a
l
t
e
r
i
n
n
e
s
i

,

S
t
a
t
i
t
i
t
i
c
a
l
 
r
e
g
r
e
s
s
i
o
n
 
e
f
f
o
r
t

o
t
h
p
r
 
W
r
I
l
f
i
g
 
0

h
e
l
p
 
t
o

l
i
t
i

s
i
e
R

a
E
S

n
d
 
l
e
e
r
e
 
(
e
.
g
.
,

I
s
c
h
o
o
l
s
'
 
o
w
n
 
,
e
r
x
i
c
e
s
 
a
n
d

a
c
t
i
v
i
t
i
e
s
,
 
o
t
h
e
r
 
p
r
o
g
r
a
m
s
)
.

O
t
h
e
r
 
s
t
i
m
u
l
i
 
t
ç
 
c
h
a
n
g
e
 
(
e
.
g
.
,

r
a
c
i
a
l
 
i
d
e
n
t
l
 
i
c
a
t
i
o
n

m
o
v
e
m
e
n
t
)
.

S
t
u
d
e
n
t
s
'
 
c
h
a
r
a
c
t
e
r
i
s
t
i
c
s
.
'



I
M
M
E
D
I
A
T
E
 
E
F
F
E
C
T
S
'
(
D
U
R
I
N
G
 
P
A
R
T
I
C
I
P
A
T
I
O
N

M
I
M
I
)
 
'

'
O
n
 
S
t
u
d
e
n
t
s

A
c
q
u
i
s
i
t
i
o
n
 
o
r
 
i
m
p
r
o
v
e
m
o
r
d
i
A

S
e
l
f
-
e
s
t
e
e
m
;
 
e
f
f
e
c
t
i
v
e
 
e
x
p
r
e
s
s
i
p
n
.

P
e
r
s
o
n
a
l
 
e
f
t
e
C
t
i
V
e
n
e
n
0
1
 
a
u
n
i
r
a
t
i
o
n
n
.

S
k
i
l
l
s
 
f
o
r
.
 
I
n
t
e
r
p
e
r
s
o
n
a
l
 
r
e
l
a
t
i
o
n
s
.

i
A
d
O
n
t
 
4
1
M
0
1
 
O
l
f
t
k
i
n
i
l
t

M
o
t
i
v
a
t
i
o
n
 
t
o
r
 
h
i
g
h
 
s
c
h
o
o
l
 
a
n
d

p
o
s
t
s
e
e
n
s
d
l
r
y
 
q
d
u
c
a
t
i
o
n
.

R
e
c
r
e
a
t
h
i
n
a
l
 
n
k
i
l
l
s
.

R
e
e
n
t
r
y
 
i
n
t
o
 
t
r
i
A

c
o
m
p
l
e
t
i
o
n
 
o
f
 
h
i
g
h
 
s
c
h
o
o
l
.

I
n
c
r
e
a
s
e
d
 
p
a
r
t
i
c
i
p
a
t
i
o
n
 
i
n
'
r
e
g
u
l
a
r

s
c
h
o
o
l
 
a
c
t
i
v
i
t
i
e
s
.

.
,
O
p
p
o
r
t
u
n
i
t
y
 
t
o
 
m
a
k
e
 
w
i
s
e
r
 
c
h
o
i
c
e

of
o
p
t
i
o
n
a
.

O
n
 
P
e
e
r
s

D
e
r
i
l
r
e
 
t
o
 
J
o
i
n
 
W
I
.

D
e
s
i
r
e
 
f
o
r
 
e
d
u
c
a
t
i
o
n
.

O
n
 
F
P
1
0
1
.
1
1
1

S
i
b
)
1
0
f
i
n
l
 
a
t
o
4
 
o
l
f
4
0
1
0
'
 
b
e
l
R
h
i
n
n
e
d

a
s
p
i
r
a
t
i
o
n
s
 
S
m
d
 
r
e
g
a
r
d
 
f
o
r
 
U
E

s
t
u
d
e
n
t
.

O
n
 
P
o
s
t
s
e
c
o
n
d
a
r
y
 
I
n
s
t
i
t
u
t
i
o
n
s

E
u
r
o
l
l
 
H
O
 
s
t
u
d
e
n
t
s
 
a
n
d
 
o
t
h
e
r

1
1
 
I
S
O
W
D
I
O
D
S
4
 
M
a
n
t
a
,

O
t
t
4
V
 
(
I
 
0
0
1
i
i
i
 
A
i
d
.

p
l
a
b
i
l
s
i
 
O
r
 
i
n
c
r
e
a
s
e
 
s
p
e
c
i
a
l
 
s
e
r
v
i
c
e
s
.

M
o
r
e
 
c
r
e
a
t
i
v
e
 
a
n
d
 
a
p
p
r
o
p
r
i
a
t
e
 
t
r
e
a
t
-

m
e
n
t
 
o
f
 
d
i
s
a
d
v
a
n
t
a
g
e
d
 
s
t
u
d
e
n
t
s
.

O
n
 
H
i
g
h
 
S
c
h
o
o
l
s

M
o
r
e
 
c
r
e
a
t
i
v
e
 
a
n
d
 
a
p
p
r
o
p
r
i
a
t
e
 
t
r
e
a
t
-

r
l
i
e
n
t
,
o
f
 
d
i
s
a
d
v
a
n
t
a
g
e
d
 
s
t
u
d
e
n
t
s

(
e
.
g
.
,
 
c
u
r
r
i
c
u
l
u
m
 
c
h
a
r
i
p
,
 
t
e
a
c
h
i
n
g

m
e
t
h
o
d
s
.

I
N
T
E
R
M
E
n
I
A
T
E
 
E
F
F
E
C
T
S
 
(
U
F
 
T
O
 
4
 
Y
E
A
R
S

A
M
A
 
O
W
 
n
v
o
n
n
i
,
 
6
k
 
A
M
R
 
O
R
O
P
F
I
N
G

O
U
T
 
F
R
O
M
 
W
O

O
n
 
S
t
u
d
e
n
t
s

E
x
e
r
c
i
s
e
 
o
f
 
w
i
d
e
r
 
o
c
c
u
P
a
t
i
O
n
a
l

a
n
d
 
e
d
u
c
a
t
i
o
n
a
l
 
p
p
t
i
O
n
s
.

E
n
t
r
y
 
I
n
t
o
 
a
n
d
 
s
O
i
.
)
;
;
I
N
O

i
n
 
p
o
O
t
-

s
e
c
u
n
d
a
r
y
.
e
d
a
c
a
t
i
o
n
 
(
p
e
r
s
i
s
t
e
n
c
e
,

,
p
e
r
f
o
r
m
a
n
c
e
,
 
s
a
t
i
s
f
a
c
t
i
o
n
)
.

E
n
t
r
y
 
a
n
d
 
s
u
c
c
e
s
s
 
i
n
 
w
o
r
k
.

I
m
p
r
o
v
e
d
 
s
e
l
f
-
e
s
t
e
e
m
,
 
a
s
p
i
r
a
t
i
o
n
s
,

e
t
c
'
.

O
n
 
P
e
e
r
s

D
e
s
i
r
e
 
t
o
 
p
u
r
s
u
e
 
p
o
s
t
s
e
c
o
n
d
a
r
y

e
d
u
c
a
t
i
o
n
.

N
i
g
h
e
r
 
a
s
p
i
r
a
t
i
o
n
s
.

O
n
 
F
a
m
i
l
i
e
s

E
x
e
r
9
1
0
e
 
9
f
 
m
e
t
e
 
o
p
t
i
o
n
s
 
b
y

s
i
b
i
l
o
g
a
.

O
n
 
H
i
g
h
 
S
c
h
o
o
l
s
 
a
n
d
 
P
o
s
t
s
e
c
o
n
d
a
r
y

I
n
s
t
i
t
u
t
i
o
n
s

C
h
a
n
g
e
d
 
t
e
a
c
h
i
n
g
 
a
n
d
 
c
o
u
n
s
e
l
i
n
g

t
e
c
h
n
i
g
n
e
s
.

C
h
a
n
g
e
d
 
c
u
r
r
i
c
u
l
u
m
.

C
h
a
n
g
e
d
 
a
d
m
i
s
s
i
o
n
 
a
n
d
 
f
i
n
a
n
c
i
a
l

o
l
d
 
p
a
l
t
n
i
f
i
a

C
h
a
n
g
e
d
.
s
t
a
f
f
i
n
g
 
p
o
l
i
c
y
.

I
m
p
r
o
v
e
d
,
 
u
n
d
e
r
s
t
a
n
d
i
n
g
 
a
m
o
n
g

s
t
u
d
e
n
t
s
 
a
n
d
 
s
t
a
f
f
.

I
n
c
r
e
a
s
e
d
 
c
o
m
m
u
n
i
t
y
 
p
a
r
t
i
c
i
p
a
t
i
o
n
.

o
l
l
O
T
 
E
F
F
E
C
T
S

O
v
e
r
-
d
e
p
e
n
d
e
n
c
e
 
o
f
 
V
S
 
s
t
u
d
e
n
t
s
 
o
n

s
t
i
p
e
n
d
s
 
a
n
d
 
p
r
o
 
r
a
m
.

\
4

D
i
s
i
l
I
n
s
l
o
n
m
e
n
l
 
o
r
 
r
e
s
e
n
t
m
e
n
t
 
o
f
 
n
o
n
-
U
S

s
t
u
d
e
n
t
s
 
a
n
d
 
t
e
a
c
 
e
r
s
.

,

H
o
s
t
i
l
i
t
i
e
s
 
a
n
d
 
f
a
c
t
 
o
n
s
 
i
n
,
s
c
h
u
0
s
.

N
e
g
l
e
c
t
 
o
f
 
l
o
w
 
i
n
t
o
m
e
 
s
t
u
d
e
n
t
s
 
b
y

r
p
g
u
l
o
l
 
1
'
1
 
H
y
v
I
c
e
4
-

Il
a

L
i
b
e
l
i
n
g
 
a

i
i
 
W
h
i
l
i
 
(
1
0
1
-
1
4
)

,

L
e
a
r
u
h
l
t
 
o
f
 
m
o
r
e
 
e
t
h
n
i
c
 
W
I
l
i
d
i
f
t
(

l
i
B
 
s
L
u
d
e
n
l
s
 
a
l
i
d
 
p
a
r
e
n
t
s
.

F
i
g
u
r
e
 
1

I
.
 
(
c
o
n
t
i
n
e
e
d
)

O
T
H
E
R
 
E
F
F
E
C
T
S

O
v
e
r
-
d
e
p
e
n
d
e
n
c
e
 
o
f
 
s
t
u
d
e
n
t
s
 
o
n

s
p
e
c
i
a
l
 
s
e
r
v
i
c
e
s
 
t
h
r
o
u
g
h
o
u
t
 
p
o
s
t
-

s
e
c
o
n
d
a
r
y
 
e
d
u
c
a
t
i
O
n
 
(
e
.
g
.
,
 
f
o
r

s
o
c
i
a
l
 
s
u
p
p
o
r
t
)
.

P
e
o
l
l
n
s
s
 
o
l
 
f
a
i
l
u
r
e
 
w
i
d
i
e
s
t
 
O
n
.

t
O
U
G
-
R
A
W
I
E
 
E
F
F
E
C
V
:

F
o
r
 
k
o
d
e
n
t
s

E
n
t
r
y
 
i
n
t
o
 
a
n
d
 
s
u
c
c
e
s
s

i
n
 
g
r
a
d
u
a
t
e
 
o
r
 
p
r
o
-

f
e
a
s
i
o
n
a
l
 
t
r
a
i
n
i
n
g
.

C
a
r
e
e
r
 
s
a
t
i
s
f
a
c
t
i
o
n
.

A
d
e
q
u
a
t
e
 
l
e
v
e
l
s
 
o
f

e
i
r
r
i
i
9
B
n
.

S
e
l
f
-
f
u
l
f
i
l
l
m
e
n
t
.

I
n
t
r
:
r
g
e
n
e
r
a
t
t
o
n
a
l
 
e
t
(
e
c
t
s
.

t
Y
l
i
t
y
.
l
t
 
C
A
U
S
E
S

or
 ii

iiu
ni

E
m

at
 b

it 
W

H
O

-R
A

N
G

E
 tw

itk
:u

rs

P
o
s
t
s
e
c
o
n
d
a
r
y
 
h
i
s
t
i
t
u
t
i
o
n
s
'
 
s
e
r
v
i
c
e
s
 
a
n
d
 
q
u
a
l
i
t
i
e
s
.

M
a
t
r
i
r
a
t
i
o
n
 
o
f
 
s
t
u
d
e
n
t
s
 
a
n
d
 
o
f
 
i
n
s
t
i
t
u
t
i
o
n
s
.

D
i
f
f
e
r
e
n
l
i
n
l
 
d
r
o
p
o
u
t
 
o
f
 
M
B
 
s
t
u
d
e
n
t
s
 
a
n
d
 
o
f
 
i
n
s
t
i
t
u
t
t
o
n
s
.

S
t
a
t
i
s
t
i
c
a
l
 
r
e
g
r
e
s
s
i
o
n
 
e
f
f
e
c
t
.

O
t
h
e
r
 
u
o
n
r
c
i
,
 
o
f
 
h
e
l
p
.



q4
yes r.ft r '

articip7-7, "Intermediate Effects";. and (3) in the longer

ru...i. "Lang- nge Effects'', '7;:jese intended effects may affect the UB stu-

ds-t s. nl:eir.peers, or the -._:., -ondary and postsecondary institutions involved.

Ileide..,s .faese intended effe.z.-' 3, the U3 projects may also precipitate unit-

.tenne6 77-eSlats, some of wn.lon may be undesirable. These effectsmay occur

at _:iffn=ent time-periods :_le series of "Other Effects", page 3 of Figure

1..L., 7tma1ly, both the in=anded and unintended effects within each time

dC: be produced Pr_.0.1Jderated by causes other than UB, as seen in the

boxua :_ahelled "Other Causas" (pages 2 and 3 of Figure 1.1).

-lhe model does not p:7ssent specific processes or treatments

throuh wnich tthe program in7y produce the intended (or unintended) effects_

sia_re it was frund early in the study that it was impossible to do this for

the UB prog=am as a whole. The various UB projects differ quite widely in

their approach or program.t=eatment. They provide different courses, using

different classroom and tutoring techniques over varying periods of time.:

the7 empiny different'counseling techniques; and they place varying.degra-es

of :Imph.asis on the =eaching of academic subjects and skills,,the nurturing

of =te individual's ego stzength, and the broadening of cultural and social

=eriences. :In part, the diversity of treatments reflects the different

es of atuemts selected by different projects (some choosing students

7zith very poor academ_:: -preparation and motivation, others selecting better

prepared and 7=e motfvated stu.dents). Th, diversity also reflects

7-te differing of various project di=eczors and other UB person-

.11e1 regarding i-mmpanatm=7 education.

L:r was =hms found =hat UB does not consist of a small number of
/

tre..-=edoniques with specified expected outcomes.

it was ietarm-,1d t".7-t in some general and uns--oedified,manner the

mn-rmaes and =minoring offered_ by UB are .expected to. itzrease academic .

primarily and. self-concept-and other personal strengths second-,

z=f17 S;=7-1y, ie InT4-vidual attention, counseling,- and cultural anE

social activi=les afforded by the program are intended to strengthen self-

estem and related personal qualities, and thereby to increase interest and

ability to learn academically. Tor this reason, the model simply documents

the-variety of activities and their intended-outcomes found across the

range of 011 projcw:ts.
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'Once the model was specified, it s used to help identify the com-

ponenta of the UB process which could "oa fruitfully evaluatet, and to help

identify factors that should be consiee un designing a study. The model

was thus the starting Point from whicil 3ev-ral stucy designs were formu-

lated. The primary objectives of -he szuc- and the considerations conEi

tioning the eventual cnoice of a s ud: n are treat::: below.

C. Objectives- Constraints, and i.esol,...tians

Some constraints on design were it:nosed by the nature cf-the UB

:program; others were common to any etre-mot to evaluate an ongoit:4 social

action program which has been in operation for several years without a

bui1t-In mechani-qm for evaluation. Fi-.7:1y, there were time and budget

limitations,

These constraints led to a nu=ther cf key decms that areatly influ-

enced the study design. Some of the denisions were made- exELlusively.hy. the

RTI research team; others were made jointly with the advisory council

and/or USOE. In considering the constraints and in finding ways to met

them, the RTI team was guided by a basif: brinciple; namely. =hat the study

must be designed to pro1.Tt4,e thejaost unbiased and scientifica:17 accurate

answers possible, arcepta.:-e professional standards, tu the questions

defined to be of prnmary interes:

The mandated objective of t:- brogram is to pro7,zide p-artizipants

with the skills and motivatioms success edu==io= beyond

high. school. From_rtis mEmizze, d4atermined twc other 7bjectizias

were implied, and ._!:he three zmior Dbiectives of the Ul prograr were consid-

I-ered to be: (1) to increasc-: the nigh school_retention rates cf its

participants (or.derrease their dropout-rates from highschoni; (2) to

increase the rate afenzry of its students into,postaecondary rustitutions;

(3) to enerate the skills and morivation necessar for sucCess in education

eyond,high school. The RTI team and theadVisory cou4cil jointiv seletcred

rhefirst two major obtectives as the primary kocus for the st.dy. Evalu-

ation ofthe thirE mao objective was not given equal priori:7 f=r- reasons

explainedin SS tjQ1 171.2 below. Specific TI-uq?stions amr sub-±jectives

to be addressed:by =le s=udy were defir----,1 during the design 77,ase, and are
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described in Chapter.3. The major design elements and the constraints

which influenced their adoption are c....::_sctssed in the Ecallowing subsections.

actual design is presented in détnil in Chapter 2.

1. Choice of a Qaiasi-Experimental Design

The gn research team and t_:le advisory, council concurred that an,

experimental desigz was not poss_Lc...e. In an experiment design;

students eligible for UB would b-E_ tcndanly assigned to participate in

the UB program or q7c control grtno. Both the. experimental UB group

and the control grnup would be obsenved for given periods of time to

determine the of program patticipatian. Such a design would'

be idearfor,det--.---,' Ling whether UE was having an effect on its par-

ticipamts (e.g., tt their rates cf -71igh school retention and.entry

into postsecondary eiucation) but Ifr many pralf.cal reascins was not_

feasible.

The RTIEteam also determineC :.:Mat it was not feasf-ble to use a

natural design in -which groups recei-ring dLffexent of UB. treat-

ments would be caromreC. As in stibcnf...on =LB. above,

students served by- ci71±±ernt-r_role=rs aiffer eC'.. nr_ marr,: dimensions due

to selection also, the C_:.',Tferent given by differ-

ent protects were nor systematic n7.' weLL

For these reasclr:s, the =I concluded 7:11.: the best alter-

native_among the =1.= %was a quasi-ex,7Arimental- design in

which a sample of 7..T.1 .1.zudentE a.nd a sample of :Ion.arison students (CS)

would be studied thrrc7-Dt a short pe---'nd of time.

2. ChcriLce of Crossectional Desi=

It was necessar, that the 17SDE teceive tne results of the UB

study no Aster t;r the end uf Addition<7:11::. funds for the

The

study were lialioc-:er --T thes teus. , a canciet longitudinal

study, favored -J thecty -ty aLl ivold __a planning, was not

possible. The proposed longituz=s1 study wo require observing UB

students and appropriate compai=son groups in ni2h school and following

them through tneir scheduled date f completi. a 73f four years Of.

postsecondary ethacation. This apt=mach would no7_ have produced

results soon enough to satisfy USCE requirements, Further, such a
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etudy'would have necessitated base year observations of a larger

-number of students than were used (to provide for adequate'numbers of

future observations). Funds were-hot available to cover a study of

such scope.

Because a longitudinal design was not feasible, a cross-sectional

approach was selected. In the chosen design, samples of a cross-

section of participating UB students and appropriate comparison stu-

dents were to be studied at a given point in time to collect retrospec-

tive and current data. The students were also to be followed over a

short time period to determineyhether they persisted in school. The

chosen design posed both problems and advantages which are discussed

In detail in Chapter 2. The cross-sectional approach did, however,

allow answers to the major questions within the time limits required

usog. It also required smaller samples and was thus less costly.
_

T,Ie study was planned, moreover, so that it would be possible to

expand it in the future into a limited longitudinal study.

Choice of Study Objectives,

It was explained above that the third major objective of UB was

nnt made a major study goal. Several reasons led to this decision.

The third major UB objective (a:hd the one mandated in current legisla-

tlon) is "to generate the skills and motivation necessary for success

in education beyond high school." Neither the literature, the advisory
_ _

council, nor- consultants, were able to define what constituted the

requisite "skills and motivation" or how they were to be measured.

The research team had considered administering standardized reading

tests t,.o obtain measures on a basic skill that is needed by persons of

any ethnic background to acquire a postsecondary education in the

United States. In addition, certain standardized aptitude and achieve-

ment tests that were less culture-bound were considered as methods of

measuring some skills that are generally considered helpful in acquiring

postsecondary education. The advisory council strongly advised against

these considerations, pointing out that the use of any kind of test

would gravely jeopardize the cooperation of the UB students in the

study and would cause some of the CS group to refuse to participate,

37.
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since both groups of students tend to fear and resent any kind of

standardized test. Thus'the decision was made to exclude the adminis-

tration of tests from the study. The study would, therefore, rely on

obtaining from school records the school grades, course information,

and test scores it would need to determine the changes that occurred

over the'years among the sample students.

Another reason that the third major;11B obje

41

tive was not desig-

nated as a primary study goal'was that time and f 6ds were notsavail-

able for a longitudinal study (see subsection flI.C.2 above). One

measure of whether the third objective was being fulfilled would have
- -

been to determine whether (with other relevant factors controlled) "UB

students in fact enter and complete postsecondary education at higher

races than an appropriate comparison groups,(although this technique

would have examined posse'ssion of "sufficient" rather than "necessary"

skills and motivation)... Without a longitudinal study and investigation

of the third major objective, the study is'limited to eXamining some

of the "Iiimediate,effects" of Figure 1.1.
r.

Given time and budget limitations, it was=lurther decided that,

among the various immediate effects the research Should concentrate on-

the study of the impact of UB on UB students. Thus, the study of the

possible effects of'UB.on the peers and family of the UB students,'and

on the high schools and postsecondary institutions, were given low

prioritY. Although the final research design; as presented in.Chapter 2,

did allow the study of other aspects of the UB process besides students,
2

the study of the national impact of UB on its student was-set as a

first priority. This required natiOnal samples-of UBiand-comparison

students.

4. Choice of Measurement Methods

Because of the prohibitive cost of interviewing and other more

direct methods of measurement for large numbers of subjects, written

questionnaires were chosen as the primary instruments of data collec-

tion. School records and other supplementary methods of data collec-
.

tion were also used, as detailed in Chapter 2.

38

1.14



As an aid in obtaining data of greaten depth and breadth than can

be collected from the basic questionnaire approach, site visits were

conducted at a subsample of UB projects. These site visits also

served to familiarize members of the RTI research team with the day-

to-day operational aspects of UB in action.

IV. ORGANIZATION OF THIS VOLUME

Although the procedures followed and analyses performed during 'the

course of this Study constituted an integrated sequential process, the

remainder of.this volume is organized into more or less discrete aspects of

the study.' Chapters 2 and 3 provide basic methodological considerations;

Chapters 4, 5, and 6 describe the UB projects, staff; and students; and
,

Chapters 7 and 8 present the results of the evaluative analyses. The

en ire study is summarized in Chapter 9. The information presented in.
;

sequent chapters san stand alone in some sense, but the integrated
I

ture.of the analyses and procedures should.be kept in mind. Different

cps will, of course, e interested in different.aspects of the study. 7

D
1

outline ie.presented below to guide.readers to appropriate chapters in

hich fpecific topics ar'e addressed. As an additional aid to the reader,

,ach subsequent chapter is concluded with asummary of major Points and/or

valuable to firat read chapter summaries as an overview of A.:he material

ndings, in addition to the final summary chapter. Some readers may find ,

Ipresented in the chapter. The critical reader should, hk;wever, be fully

aWere of the intricacies and,limitations of the study design and data

manipulations and of the basic analysis strategies (Chapters 2 and 3)
,

:Pr.!before/proceeding to the remainder of the repor-E.

With the exception of Chapters 3, 7, and 8, the presentation of'

results is relatively nontechnical. When specific analytic techniques are-

mentioned, they 'are brfefly described or explained either in the text or in

a footnote, and professional references are cited. For the more technically

minded reader, details are provided in a set of appendices which are bound

separately for this volume and which are outlined below.

3 9
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Chapter 2 presents a relatively nontechnical detailed description of

the final study design and methodology. The chapter contains descriptions

cf .(a) the instrumenturion for the study, (b) the procedures followed for
,

,data collect'om and orelimitery daea processing, (c) the development of

data bases. or anlolysts, amd (d) techniques of data processing employed to

-ore- _re the data _"inT ana1yst3.

Chapter 3 p=m-Jides az .-_-;7erview of the analyses presented in subsequent

. 's

chapters and a ,:i-Iscussion .of limitations of the study, including a thorough

anaaysis of data quality. The analyses presented in this chapter are
.

somewhat tehhnimal 1-Jut: should presentino difficulty for most readers,

,Chapter 4 o-res==s a basic descriptive national profile of the staff

members of UB proies (directors, counselors, and instruct rs), including

their background clnoracteristics, education and training experiences,
_ ,

eduzational phi1os=71=ies, and perceptions of the program and its students.

This profile is developed from the questionnaire responses Of staff members,

bat is augmented :±7, _Impressions that were gained during site visits.

Resnits are in. nontechnical tabular-form.

Chapter 5 cm-- a national description of the UB projects, including

. -

programmatic cht F-r-siza. cs, advisory committees, costs, staffing patterns,

and interactions between and among project staff, students, and community.

The descriptive results presented in Chapter 5 are drawn primarily from

questionnaire res=onses but are supplemented by rePorts from the project
\

site visits. Ma.s= results are reported in a nontechnical tabular-.

presentation.

Chapter 6 pi-ovides a different Perspective of the national UB program,

giving student peTr,=ptions of variouS aspects of the program. Student.

'questionnaire resmmnses provide he basis for this description; although

impressions of 7e-m.esponses of.students to interview question's during site

visits are used. to supplement the questionnaire data. The presentation of

these results LE nontechnical and tabular.

Chapter 7 reports the relationships between UB participation and'.

srvadent outcomes.- The presentation in Chapter 7 is somewhat technical, but

should present few difficulties to the majority of readers. Thechapter

imicludes discusaas of baseline differences between UB and CS groups aad

4 0
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an analysis of tHe impact of UB in terms of high school retention and entry

into postsecondary education, as well as other measures of student outcome

which are theoretically related to succes4 in postsecondary education.

Chapter 8 contysins an examination of the differential relative effec-,

tiveness of the UB prbjects sampled for this study. The chapter focuses on

relationships between certain identifiable project characteristics (process

differencts) and student.outcomes (output difference0. The orientation of

the chapter is that-of generating hypotheses concerning which, if any,

project characteristics are associated with successful projects (as measured

by student outcomes). Chapter 8,is quite teclmical and employs advanced

multivariate approaches to analysis.

Chapter 9 summarizes the major findings of the UB study and presents

discussions of these findings and their implications for program policy.

The following appendices of supporting documents and technical infor-

mation for Volume IV have been prepared and bound separately:

Appendix A, Data Collection and Processing Procedures.

Appendix B, Sampling Methodology and Sampling Error Computation.

Appendix C; Instrument Development.

Appendix D, Instruments and Important Letters.

Appendix E, Data Processing Procedures.

Appendix F, Weighting nand-Standardization.

Appendix G, Other Data Analysis Techniques.

Appendix H, List of Consultants and Advisory Council, Student Panel,

.and Analysis ComtittetMembers.
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Chapter 2

The Study Design, Methodology, and Procedures

INTRODUCTION

Much,of the final study design was shaped by considerations outlined

in-the previous chapter. Thi chapter presents the final design and meth-

odology, as well as the Procedures followed in instrumentation, data collec-.

tion and processing, and other preparation of deta for analysis.

To obtain the data necessary to satisfy the study objectives and to

obtain results that would contain little bias either for or against the

program being ftvaluated, the study design involved the collection of data

from many sources and from a broad spectrum of persons. Samples of UB

project staff, UB students, and comparison students were-all surveyed by

written questionnaires. Data regarding students were also obtained from'

high school and project records, and, because questionnaire responses and

data of record can sometimes provide a superficial or misleading picture,

site yisits were made by the RTI team members to personally observe project

operationa and interview project personnel.

The three basic groups providing data, the timing of data collection,

and primary purposes of the data obtained are summarized below to provide

an overview of the study design.

Students. In spring 1974, a sample of UB students and a sample of

comparison students who had been enrolled in school at the beginning of

the academic year (fall 1973) were administered questionnaires. One type

qnestionnaire was administered to students in the schools and projects;

another was mailed to students who had dropped out of the schools or projects.

The primary purposes of these questionnaires were to determine whether the

students mere still attending school and to obtain information about their

background and other characteristics.

During the same period (spring 1974), course grades and other academic

information (from the ninth grade to present grade level) were obtained for

4 2
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sample students. These data were obtained from school and project records.

The purpose of these data was to determine whether course grades or curri-

culum changed after partIcipation.in UB.

In the fall of 1974, the same students were mailed short question-

naires to determine their school status and grade level. Brief telephone

interviews were subsequently conducted to obtain similar information from a

sample of those who had failed to return these fall questionnaires.

UB Project'Staff. In spring 1974, questionnaires were mailed to a

sample of the staff members of those projects from which the UB students

had been selected. Specifically, questionnaires were directed to the

project directors, counselors, and,instructors of these projects, for,the

purpose.of obtaining data about the characteristics of the staff members

and of their projects.

Site Visits. In the spring and summer of 1974, 15 of the UB projects

in the sample were visited (5 of the 15 were visited during both spring and

summer, the remainder were visited only during the summer). The visits

were made to obtain firsthand insight into the academic year and summer

components of UB projects, as well as to/validate some of the responses
7

obtained in the returned UB staff questionnaires.

Data were also collected from high school staff personnel in an

effort to explore the feasibility and value of a future study of the

impact of UB on high schools that send students to UB. Because'of low

response rates to those questionnaires used in collecting data for\such

analyses and because of the poor quality of datathat were collected, it

was decided that results would not justify the expense of data processing

and analySis. Therefore; the details of this small feasibility substudy

are not presented in the body of this report. However, since the original

design did call for the collection of these data, the details of instrumen-

tation, sampling procedures, and data collection foT the substudy have been

included along with those of the principal study in Appendices A, B,

and C; the instruments are not, however, included in Appendix D.

. 43
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II. CONCEPTUAL FRAMEWORK

After the selection of the general approach, a process model was

devised to guide the further development of the study design, and a synthetic

cohort approach was adopted to'help alleviate difficulties posed by the

cross-sectional aspect of the design. These matters as well as the chOice

of the required comparison group are discused in this section.

A. Comparison Process Model

A model depicting the specific details of the operation and effects of

the UB program has been presented in Figure 1.1. The models to be described

here represent more general models of processes. These models indicated

the types of data that were to be collected, helped identify the sources

from which the collection should be made, and thereby helped specify the

study4design and guide the analysis.

Any proposed exaMination of the UB program implies a study of a process.'

A simple model of the essential features of a process is depicted in Figure

2.1. To analyze the process, data relating to the severdl aspects of this

model need to be obtained:

1) Operational characteristics (i.e., the structure and functioning

of the process).

2) Characteristics of input (i.e., the nature of the raw material on

which the process operates).

Characteristics of output (i.e., the nature of the designated

product of the process).

4) Characteristics of resources required for operation (i.e., the

nature of that which is required to start the process and 'keep it

in operation).

5) Byproduct characteristics (i.e., the nature of any nondesignated

results of process operation--over and above the designated

output)..
1

6) Relationships between various aspects of the system (i.e., any

changes to characteristics of input as reflected in the charac-
,

teristics of output; benefits of the process as reflected in

desirable transformation of input into output and in desirable

by-products; cost effectiveness, etc.).

2.3
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Input

Resources

Byproducts
of Process
OperatiOn

.

Figure,2.l. A Simple Process Model.

For many physical processes that take plar.e over a short period of

time, this type of examination is quite sufficient. For social processes

(especially educational intervention processes such as UB), such examinA-

tions fall short in many respects, particularly in terms of definitively

verifying the worth of the process. There are two major reasons for these

shortcomings. First, these processes do not take place in a vacuum; rather,

other processes operate on the input over the same period as,the process

under study,,. Second, the processes are not stationary over time; that is, -

the process itself is modified by external and internal forces. For these

reasons, any desirable transformation of input into output }or any desirable

byproducts of 'a program such as UB could be attributable to other operating

processes or to an interacon of the process under consideration with

these external procilsses. As long aS One is concerned only with descriptive

characteristics of input, output, resources, byproducts, and operation at

one point in time, the simple process model may be appropriate evea for

social processes. However, in examining relationships among the system

elements, particularly in assessing worth or value of the process, or

effects of process on input, the simple process model is typically

insufficient.

4 5,
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To overcome these shortcomings in the evaluation of a process, the RTI

research team adopted a process comparison model, which is depicted in

Figure 2.2. Here one is concerned with a comparison of two (or more)

processes operating within the same overall environment constituted by

. other ongoing processes.--
1/

These two processes function within the context

of other ongoing processes (such as the high school educational system,

community, and other social programs). Using such a process comparison

model, a statement regarding the relative value of the two processes could

be made in terms of the relative desirability of the two outputs (e.g., UB

and non-UB school retention rates), relative cost effectiveness, relative

desitability,of b3iproducts, etc. Such statements, however, could be
-

misleading if there were notable differences in input to the two processes

due to some systematic selection mechanism. The validity of any statement

regarding re1ative value based on differential output, byproducts, or

resources reauired, therefore assumes that (1) input to th ..a. muo processes

under consid-c-r-ation is similar on relevant dimensions, and 2: all other

televant procEsses operate more or less equivalently on both sets of input.

This is ir.mlicit in the depiction in Figure 2.2.

The first assumption concerning similar input:requires that.the

comparison students be selected carefully, and that any systematic differ-

ences in the input characteristics between the UB group and the comparison

student (CS),group be considered in analysis. The second assumption

regarding the equivalence of other processes' operating on both inputs (UB

and non-UB students) requires that information about these other prodesses
,

-be collected,fdr both groupS and accounted for in the analysis.2/-- '

The Models presented are very simple. oneS compared to the UB program

as it actually exists. The UB program is, in reality, but one of several

interrelated processes of educational intervention, each of which is a

1/ One of the processes may arbitrarily be considered as an absence of
the other process. Thus, UB could be considered as part.of the processes,
and the absence of UB (operating upon nonparticipating comparison students)
as the other process.

The choice of the appropriate CS group is discussed in subsection II.0
and statistical adjustments for differences in Chapter 7 and Appendix F.

4 6

2.5



Input

Other Processes
in Operation

Resources

Process 2 may be conceptualized as no more than:an absence of

Process 1.

Figure 2.2. A Simple Process Comparison Model.
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subprocess of the larger network of educational and/or social development.

Additionally, there are distinct, related subprocesses within the UB

program and various feedback loops to adjust these subprocesses, as well as

the main (UB) process, over time. The models are not, however, intended to

depict precisely the intricate mechanisms of the UB program. Rather,

the intent is to provide a conceptual framework for the study desian and

analysis. As such, the simple models are helpful in specifying the various

classes of relevant variables to be measured and analyzed.

B. Synthetic Cohort Approach

U3, like most educatioaal intervention programs, is a dynamic process

which _taes place over an extended period of time. The required data for

analy...is include baseline measures on input, measutes of resources expended

over time, measures of byprnducts over time, measures of process structure

and function over time, measures of the input at various stages of process-

ing, and measures of final output in terms of stated purposes of the Ub

process. Similar data are, of course, required from a "comparison" group

of npn-UB participants to speak more definitively to the question of UB

impact on the student. Such data may be collected e:Lther longitudinally or

retrospectively.

,The design used.was.basically cross-sectional; however, some retrospec-

tive and short-range longitudinal data were gathered. Three reasons led to

this choice: (1) the pitfalls of obtaining retrospective data and the

limitations on the types of such data which are retrievable, (2) the costs .

inyolved in the more desirable longitudinal approach, and (3) the more

immediate concerns of government decisionmakers which precluded sole reli-

ance on a longitudinal design (which would provide answers to crucial

questions at a point too far remOved into the future).

. The cross-sectional approach poses a problem.in that it examines a

long-term process at a more or less frozen point in time. Various project

participants. at that point in time are not only from different age cohorts,

but also at different stages of processing. The solution implemented for

the current Study is that of using a synthetic cohort, an approach that

approximates.total process action by examining the input and output at

'various stages of processing and putting together the various segments.to

4 8
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present the total picture. An example of how this synthetic cohort approach

can be used to avoid some of the problems encountered in a strictly cross-

sectional approach is presented below.

Two of the ma:or objectives of the UB program with respect to its

target popUlation are to increase high school (HS) retention rates and to

increase postsecondary education (PSE) entry rates. Some past evaluations'

of the success of the program in attaining these objectives have examined

whether UB particimants in a specific senior class Continue into postsecond-

ary education at.greater rates than do other poverty-level students in that

same senior class. Such designs are weak because theytdo not control for

the selectivity of the groups being compared. That is, they study compari-

son students who have "survived" ohtheir own in a school system through

which the UB participants have.been specifiCally assisted.(i.e., to become

seniors). Thus, these comparison students,are basically different from the

UB group even if the two groups were equated 'on other relevant factors

(e.g., socioeconomic status, ethnicity, high School type).

The synthetic cohoit approach to the analysis of the UB process allows

one to cofttrol,to some extent for this selectivity or "survivor" effect;

within the time constraints of the study period. Control is obtaihed by

adopting a theoretical framework based on z1 transition of individuals

through the various stages of the educational. process. &simplified3/
/-1

--- depiction of thiS'ttanSition-ltom-tenth_grade_entry to completion of post-

secondary study is given in Table 2.1. Such an dpproach is Markovian in

character (with.implication-of postsecondary graduation or dropout as

absorbing states). The various p values given in Table 2.1 represent

conditional probabilities (relative frequencies) for transition to a subse-
-

quent stage, given attainment of a current stage.

The characterization of,:.the p
i
values as conditional probabilities

allows the direct computation of the probability of the completion of-the

entire chain of steps. In a longitudinal study, such probability could be

3/ )The model presented is simplified in that it does not allow for atypical-
movement. through the process.(e.g., High School Equivalency progtams, dropout.
and return, open door -postsecondary'institutions not requiring high school
completion, etc.)-, but focuses on the.typical-Progression.

4,
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Table:2.1

SIMPLIFIED TRANSITION MATRIX FOR PROGRESS THROUGH STAGES OF-:EDUCATIQN- .
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P
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..
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P
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This transition probability could not be estimated within the-current

study design. \
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estimated directly from observing the students throughout the entire period.

But in the case of a timebound study such as the present one, which is

limited to an observation period of less than a,year, such direct estimation

is not possible. To the extent, however, that the individUal p values can
i

be estimated in a timebound study; the proportion of interest (proportion

completing postsecondary education giVen tenth grade entry) could be esti- .

mated by the nature of the transition matrix. The probability of completion

of postsecondary education given tenth grade entry is simply the product of

pi through,p8. Different pi values would, of course, have to be estimated

from different student (grade level) cohorts, and.assumptions must be made

that the p4 values are relatively stable in time (and that the process is

relatively stable) for the approach to be valid. That is, the assumption

must be made thrt the transition probability (or dropout rate) for a given

grazit eleventh 'grade) is the same over time. To the extent that

such an assumption is basically true, the timebound study can answer

critical questions regarding a process which takes place over aconsiderably
4

1 nger time than the period available for observation./-- The transition

mat ix model can be applied to both UB participants and nonparticipants,

and cn be easily modified to take into account entry into the
)

UB program

at various points of educational attainment.

The survivor or selectivity effect caebe examined within such a

model. For.example, a finding of no difference in the values of p5

through p8 between U5 participants and nonparticipants would be considerably

modified by a finding of considerably higher pi through p4 values for UB

participants. In other words, should the survivor effect be influencing
_

any differential probabilities of twelfth grade completion or entry into

and completion of postsecondary education, this influence can be taken into

consideration by showing that survival rates for UB participants from

tenth to twelfth grade are substantially greater than for comparison.students.

More succinctly, high school graduation and subsequent education ere dependent

on having obtained the twelfth grade level.

Although the transition matrix begins by assuming tenth grade entry,
it is considered adequate for purposes of this study since almost all UB
intervention comes at or after such a point in time.

5 1
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In the present study, given populations of current UB participants and

nonparticipants, and an'a4:71ble period for data 'Collection of April

through December 1974, computation of some of the pi values required

retrospeclive data while computation of others required data collected over

a short,longitudinal span. Specifically, estimates of pl, p3, and p5 were

obtained from studying three groups of UB participants and three gioups of

nonparticipants who entered the tenth, eleventh, and twelfth grades respec-

tively at the beginning of the 1973-74 academic year, with notation in

spring 1974 of those remaining in school. Since the year was nearly

finished, if they were still in school, it could be assumed they were

likely to complete the school year. Confirmation of completion was obtained

in the next point in dataxollection (fall 1974, when the same students

were again contacted to determine whether or not they had progressed into
,

the next grade or into postsecondary education). These additional data
-

were necessary for estimating, p2, p and p The values of p
7
and p8

of Table 2.1 could not be estimated within the current stidy desi n. The

specific cohorts from which each of the estimated values of p wsze to be
i

obtained and the times of data collection are sumMarized in Table 2.2.

C. Comparison Students

The design of the study called for studying,a CS group.,.Thua a ,

'comparison population.was defined and sampled. In defining the coMparison

population, the goal was to identify a.group as similar to the UB students

as practicable; limiting differencesto their nonparticipation in UB. For ///

the approach adopted in the study, students in the same grades as the UB

sample were Selected. Because different schoois influence the school

continuation rate and'other outcomes for their students, it was also con-

sidered desirable to define the comparison roup as students attending the

same schools as the UB sample. Finally, comparison students within'each

school werefselected to-be similar to UB studets on the basis'of.lew

income and "academic risk" status (see below subsection IV.A for procedures

followed in selecting the CS sample).
.\

The choice'of such a group presented two difficalties. First, Ito the

extent that UB activity in a school has had a beneficial effect on students
-

who have not directly participated in the UB program, the study results

5 2
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Table 2.2-

.STUDENT COHORTS, POINTS OF DATA COLLECTION, AN

ESTIMATES OF PROPORTIONS CONTINUING EDUCATION

"Normal"'
Educational
Progression'

a
Fall .73/

Data Collection Time

Spring 741V
c/Fall 74

Col1e.ge. Entry

12th Grade
Completion

12th Grade
Entry

llth Grade
Completion

llth Grade
Entry

10th Grade
Completion

10th Giade
Entry

a/ Data obtained retrospectively (records show students to have been in

school in fall 1973).

b/ First data collection period.

Second,data Collection period (followup

E = Upward Bound. participants.

C = Nonparticipants.
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would be biased toward underestimating beneficial effects of the UB program.

Second, the comparison students from the same schoola could represent

students who theoretically could have participated in UB but for some

reason did not choose-to or were nOt selected by UB. In this basic manner, .

, they would differ.fram the UB sample. The indirect or peer effects of UB
4

.on'non-UB fellow students were considered to be relatively small because in

general only a, few studem= from any oneschool participate in UB and

usually the'partictpatian effects nd basic changes'in the treatment of law-

incoMe, \students by. the schools: Zhe selection ias was not.eliminated,' but

to someextent it:wms comtr011edby examining c _ristics Of selected

UB and Comparlson students such as socioeconalilic status, school grades and

course Of study Prior to UB participation. By statistically adjusting. for
1

such differences, bias introduced by the seleCtion problem is reddced.i
. .

The tWO difficulties were iudged-as relatively minor, however, when

compared t6 the problema.presented by alternative definitions of the CS.

gxoup. An'alternative definition of the CS group that could take into

account the Peer effects would be students in-the same grades as the UB

sample but from schools not involved with.UB. The problem presented by

this'definition is that such students are likely to.have eRperienced very

different school influences than the UB students. 'These school effects

were consildered to be of much greater magnitude than the peer and selection

effects inherent in the other. definition. The use of both comparison

groups waS considered desirable, but the expense of such an approach was

prohibitive.

III. STUDY OBJECTIVES

The adopted process model specified the data to be collected for

determining whether the UB program is increasing the rates of retention in .

high school and entry into postSecondary education (the two primary study

objectives). In addition, the data specified by the process model were

used to analyze other questions, which were of interest either because they

Although selection occurs and hence introduces possible bias,usuallY'
an UB project is able to accept into the prOgram only a small fraction of
all students who apply or stand to benefit, leaving a large pool of students-
who are similar to the UB participants.

5 I
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would aia in the interpretation of the results of the two primary ques-

tions; or because they held programmatic interest to USOE, or both. These

> other questions, however, took a lower priority, secondary to the goal of

providing accurate answers to the two primary questions. The various

analysis questions can be organized into three general study objectives:

-i0- Tb deSCribe in-detail the UB-prograM-as-iE existsat

present (this includes a description of the characteristics of

staff and students, their perceptions of.the program, project

operationS and costs).

b) To investigate the effects of UB participation on students (this

includes not only rates of high school retention and postsecond-
,

ary entry,'but changes in high school academic measures such as

grade point average, preparation Of courses that were "academic,"

etc.).

To compare the relative effectiveness of various types of UB

projects in producing these effects (projects grouped by such

variables as sponsorship, size, and,primary project emphasis).

IV. SAMPLING PROCEDURES

The study design required that a variety of Samples (e.g., df proj-

ects, schools, students, project staff) be taken. In all cases, proba-
6/

bility sampling techniques were employed.- This allows unbiased estimates

tb be made from the sample data, and estimates of sampling errors to be

c4culated.2/

6/ In a probability sample, only some members from the entire study
population are selected with a known probability of selection.

Because one is measuring only a Sample of elements rather than all
elementsim a population, one can only estimate population values. If, for

example; one wished to know the number of dropouts for the'population of UB
tenth graders, one could estimate this from sample data. When probability

sampling is used, it is possible to compute estimates that ace:unbiased.
The statistical meaning of the term "unbiased" is that the expected value

of the estitate haS the same value as thepopulation value one isestimating.
That,is, the average yalue of the estimates for all possible samples would
he equal to the population value. The actual value of the estimate would,
of course, vary from sample to sample, and the standard deviation of the
estimate is termed the sampling error (or standard error) of the estimate.

The magnitude of the-sampling error is related to two things over which the
sampler. can exertsome control, namely,:the size of the sample and the
procedures used in selecting the sample.
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Specific sampling procedures and considerations ana the implications

of these procedures for statistical examination are presented in Appendix B.

Only a summary of the samples chosen are given in this subsection. Gener-

ally, in determining sample'sizes, some estimates were made of the charac-

teristics of ehe population, the size of the sampling errors that would be

obtained from different size samples, and the cost of conducting various

phases of the study.

A. Student Samples
. .

To select the sample !Of UB students, a two-stage sample design was

employed. In the first stage, asample of UB projects was ohosen. Weighing

the required precision of the estimates to be made from the samples together

with other operational considerations, it was decided to select 54 of the

333 UB projects into the sample. In the second stage, from each sample

project, all UB studentS who were tenth, eleventh, or twelfth graders were

selected, a total of 3,747 UB'students.

To select the sample of comparison students, using the previously

stated definition of the CS group, a-multistage sample design was imple-

mented. For each of the 54 UB projects selected into the sample, two

"feeder" schools (those sending students to these projects) were selected.
8/

From each sample feeder school, a sample of six classrooms (typically two

from each grade level 10, 11, 12) was selected. From the selected class-

rooms,.a sample of students was then selected, averaging about 22students

per school, and yielding a total of 2,401 comparison students in the sample.
\

In order to\select students who were likely to be similar to. UB

students from the\Samplea classrooms, information was obtained from class-
I

zoom teachers regarding/the grade level, ethnicity, low incoMe statu and

"academic risk" status Of each student ia thc class. These variables were

used to stratify the sample, and a higher proportion of Students was selected

from the group tentatively classified to be more like LIB students (i.e.,

low-income and academic risk). This scheme allowed choosing more students

8/
In the final sample an average of two feeder schools per UB project

was obtained but in several cases more or less than two feeder schools
per project were iled.
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who were likely to be p,Imilar to-UB in these important respects.
9/

The

successive stages of selection of the UB and comparison students are,summa-

rized in Figure 2.3.

After the spring 1974 administration of questionnaires, the same

students were asked to participate in a followup in fall 1974 (see Section

VI.B.5). Some students failed to respond to the spring questionnaires, and

some, to the fall questionnaires. After the fall followup questionnaires

were returned, samples of nonrespondents to prior instruments were selected

for telephone followup in late fall 1974. About one-half of all students

who did not respond to the fall mailings but who had answered one of the

spring questionnaires were chosen. All persons who failed to respond to

both the fall and spring questionnaires were selected (excepting persons

previously refusing to participate in the study or misclassified during the

original sample selection).

B. Samples of UB Project Staff

For each of the 54 UB projects selected into the sample, several staff

members were selected for the questionnaire survey. In each prOject, the

Project Director, and a sample of counselors and instructors who worked

full-time or part-time during the academic year or summer sessions, were

selected from the staff. In general, six staff members per project with

proportional representation of counselors and instructors were chosen. In

this way, 54 project directors, 104 counselors, and 211 instructors were

selected.

C. Site Visitation Samples \\

Of the 54 sample :UB projects,A.5 were subsa4Ied for site visitation.

Using stratified probability sampling procedures, theN15 projects were

selected to include at least one project from each of the 10 USOE geographic

9/ The preliminary judgment by the teachers about the charactestics of
the Students were used only as an aid to sampling; the ultimate determina-
tion of whether the selected comparison students were similar was hade,..
.during analysis on the basis of their own reports and school or project
records. .Differences between the UB and comparison students were statis-
tically adjusted in analysis as explained in Chapter 7 and Appendix F.
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regions, and to be representative ofthe population with respect to partici-

pant ethnic composition and.location (i.e., whether they are from large

city urban areas, other urban areas or rural areas). In addition, 3 of the

15 projects had strong-academic programs which functioned.during.the sChool

year as well as during the summer, and 2 had an associated Talent Search

project.

After the subsample of 15 projects had been selected for site visit-

ation, 5 of the 13 -.re designated to receive 2 site visits, one during.the

academic year and one during the summer. The remaining 10 projects received

a single site visit during the summer. The three-projects in the sample

C having strong academic year programs were designated with certainty to

receive two site visits. Of the xemaining 12 projects, 2 were raudodly

.designated to receive two site visits, each of the 12 having been given the

sal...e chance of being designated..

V. INSTRUMENTATION

The study design called for the development of a large number of data

collection instruments. This section provides a brief description of the

instrumentation. A more detailed description of the development process

and the instruments is given in Appendix C, while Appendix D contains

copies of all the instrumentq,

A. Instrument Development

The study design required thedevelopment of a large number of instru-

ments to.collect data from many sources and from a wide range of persons.

The procesS/of instrument development began in early August 1973 and contin-
,

ued threugh-January 1974. The stages of instrument development included:

(1) specifying data elements required by.the \study objectives; (2) determin-
\

ing the types of individuals and other sources\from which to gather the

specified data; (3) drafting and revising the Specifications for each

instrument; (4) assembling instruments from -related studies.to serve as

item pools; (5) drafting preliminary versions of each instrumentl (6)

presenting the instruments for review and revision by the Advisory'Council

.and Student Panel; (7) performing limited pretests and subsequent revisions;
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and (8) submitting the instruments to USOE and Office of Managemeht and

Budget (OMB) for approval (with two subsequent minor refinements).

A wide variety of groups'and individcals provided valuable and critical

input to the development of instruments at each of the above stages. The

list of contributors includes the study Advisory Council, the Student

Advisory Panel on Instrumentation, local project and high school staff

members, and various consultants with expertise in related fields. Appen-

/_ dix H provides rosters of committee members.

When final specifications were available, a potential item pool was

formed by assembling instruments used in other studies in related areas.

This pool included instruments used by Hunt and Hardt10/-- in their evalu-

ation of Upward Bound, instruments Used by EducAlonal Testing Service in'

the evaluation of the Special Services programill/ instruments which were

being developed at RTI for the first followup of the National:.Longitudinal

Study of the-High School Class of 1972,
12/

and_several instruments used by

UB projetts in.self-evaluation (see Volume I of this report):. Given.the

paucity of studies of this nature on Upward Bound, many of the major subject

areas to be covered in the instruments were previously unexplored. In

these areas, new items were written.. The process of selecting items and

drafting preliminary versions of each questionnaire continued through

November and early Dermber, 1973.

After formal reviews of the drafted instruments by the Student Advisory:

Panel on Instrumentation and by the Advisory .Council, and after limited

.pretests and internal review by RTI personnel, the major instrUments, along

with a supporting statement, were first submitted for 0E/OMB approval on

25 January 1974. After two Sets of suggested revisions had been made, the

10/
David-Hunt and Robert Hardt. Characterization of Upward Bound:

1967-1968.. Syracuse, New York: Syracuse Youth Development Center,
August 1968.

11/
Junius A. Davis, G. J. Burkheimer, and Anne Borders-Patterson.

The Imuc of Special Ser7ices Trograms in Higher Education for "Disad-
vantaged Students." ETS Project Report 75-14. Princeton, New Jersey:
Educational TeSting Services, 1975.

USOE Contract No. OEC0-73-6666, Administered by the'National Center
for Education Statistics, Office of the Assistant Secretary for Education.
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package was resubmitted on 18 March 1974. OMB approyal of the major

in mstruents was received en 3 April 1974.13/

B. The Instruments

Data were Collected through questionnaire responsts, interview respon-
_ _

/ses, and student records. Most of the instruments used in this study were

-written questionniares. The Basic Student Questionnaire was administered

by RTI study administrators to groups of respondents. For-other instruments

this was not feasible and questionnaires were mailed to respondents to be

self-administered. Although the sometimes superficial nature of the ques-

tionnaire responses and objective data of record constitutes a drawback to

this form of measurement, it was felt that the interviewsand observations

made during the 15 site visits would provide the necessary depth of under-

sLanding of the questinnai. . data.

Since considerable reference will be made subsequently to the various

questionmares, a,:ronyms will be used throughout the remainder of this

volume. A single listing of the instruments and their acronyms is given in

Table 2.3 for convenient'reference by the reader. The sliecific instruments

and designated respondents, are also outlined below;

1. High School Classroom Student Identification Roster (HSCR)

The HSCR was completed by selected classroom teachers as part of

the plan for .Sampling comparison students in the Sample of 108 feeder

high schools. Data,provided by the classroom teacher were: ,(a) a

listing of all students in their.classrooms in October 1973; and (b)

for each student, his grade level, his ethnic classification, an

indication his academic risk status, and an indication of his ilow

income.status. This data source was available for all students'in the ,

comparison sample and was uSed to yield classifications of such students

if the information was not provided by the students in one of the

questionnaires. .(Nn comparable .data source was.available for the UB

students%)

13/ Two simple instruments, the High School Classroom Identification Roster
1

and the Project Roster Verification Form, were used to collect information
for sampling in fall 1973 and were submitted for 0E/OMB clearance in early

fall 1973.
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Table 2.3

BASIC INSTRUMENTS.USED IN THE UPWARD BOUND
EVALUATION AND THEIR ACRONYMS

Acronym Instrument Use of Instrument

BSQ

D/TQ

FSQ

HSCR

PCQ

PDQ

PIQ

PRIT

SARF

STF

SVR

Basic Student Questionnaire

Student Dropout/Transfer
Questionnaire
.

Fall Status Questionnaire

High School Classroom Stu-
dent Identification Roster

Upward Bound Project
Counselor Questionnaire

.

Upward Bound Project
Director Questionnaire

Upward Bound Project
Instructor Questionnaire

Project Roster Verification
Form

Survey Administrator Roster
Form

,

High School Transcript Form

Upward Bound Eite Visit
Reports

Collect information in spring 1974
from CS and UB students who were in
HS.

Collect information from CS and UB
students who had left HS or project'
by spring 1974.

Collect information in Ball 1974 from
CS and UB students.

Collect information in, fall 1973 on
the CS group from HS classroom
teachers,

Collect information in spring 1974
from UB counselors.

.

Collect information in spring 1974
from UB project directors.

.

Collect information in spring 1974
from UB instructors.

.
.

Collect information in fall 1973 on
UB participants fromTroject staff.

. .

Collect information in spring 1974
about the CS and UB students by the
RTI Survey Administrators dUring
BSQ administration.

/
.

College HS transcript information
in spring 1974; completed by\RTI
Survey Administrators:.

,

Collect information in spring\and
suMmer of 1974 on all aspects \of
project operation during site Visits.

I

NOTE: The instruments are listed alphabetically by instrument.
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2. Basic Student uestionnaire (BS , Forms A and B)

The BSQ was administered, in spring 1974,-tO students partici-

pating in UB and to a comparison group of nonparticipating high

school students who were in the selected project feeder schocils.

Form A of this instrument, administered to the CS group, includes 51

items, and Calls for over 200 possible responses. Form B, administered

to UB participants, includes all the items in Form A plus a section

specific to the UB program for-a total of 67 items with over 320

possible responses. This questionnaire gathered information on pre-

process measures (student background and previous experiences) and

outcome measures (e.g., aspirations, educational plans and achievements,

and self concept). It should be noted that these instruments were

administered to only a subset of the entire student sample (specifi-

cally, those comparison students still in the samehigh school in

spring 1974,- and those UB participants still in the same project in

spring 1974)..

3. Student Dropout/Transfer Questionnaire (D/TQ, Forms A B,

and C)

The D/TQ was mailed to: (a) stUdentsin the CS group who dropped

out, graduated, or transferred from the selected feeder schools between

fall 1973 and spring 1974 (Form A); (b) UB participants who had left

the UB program and/or high school during the sxne time period (Form

B); and (c) UB students who Were still in the program at time.of, BSQ

-administration but who were absent from the primary or makeup admini-

strations (Form C).222j Forms B and C (for UB.participants) differ

from Form A (for the CS group) only in containing items which are

specific to the UB program. Forms B and C differ in only one item.

Form A,includes 12 items with over 30 possible responses; Form B

includes 19 items with 48 possible responses; and Form C includes 19

items with 49 possible responses. These instruments were designed to

14/ This use of the D/TQ was not anticipated during the design of the
study, but due,to low response rates from UB students (see Chapter 3) it
was used as a convenient vehicle for obtaining some critical data from
this group of students.

6 3

2.22



ascertain the dropout rate (a; distinguished from transfer rate)

during the school year for UB and comparison students; reasons for

these dropout5; and, for UB students, reasons for leaving the program.

The specific subgroups of students completing this questionnaire are

obviously not ''typical" of the UB or CS groups.

4. High School Transcript Form (STF, Forms A and B)

The STF was used by the study administrators in gathering infor-

mation fron high school transcripts of sample students. Information

from this form relates to the student's ac....i.demic record over time.

Form A was'used to obtain data for the CS group from school records.

Form B was used to obtain similar data for UB students from UB project

files. Only minor differences exist between the two forms.15/--

5. Fall Status Questionnaire (FSQ, Forms OA, UBB, CSA, and CSB)

These instruments were used in two modes of data collection--as

mail survey instruments and as telephone survey instruments. Initially,

these questionnaires were mailed in fall 1974 to UB p'articipants'and

comparison students selected for the study, to determine their educa-
-

16/
tional status at that time.-- At a later time, a telephone survey of

a large proportion of FSQ nonresponaents was conducted, using questions

from the mail version of the FSQ (altered ouly slightly to make them

appropriate for telephone query). The "B" forms (CSB and UBB) of this
1

instrument were addressed to previous non-respondents,7/--- while the

"A" farms (CSA and UBA) of the instrument were addressed to previous

respondents. The "B" forms thus contain additional questions and

represent a last attempt to obtain certain critical information from

the student. Differences between UB forms and CS forms exist primarily

in two questions relating to length of UB participation. Form UBA

12/ The transcript information was theoretically available for all'sw-
dents in the sample, however, in the casesADf dropouts or transfers,
records had sometimes been forwarded or destroyed, and were therefore not
available. Furthermore, the recordkeeping of 1.1B projects was sometimes
insufficient to provide the required informatión.

16/
Students who had previously' refused, to partidipate or for whom no

tracing information had been previously obtainel.were not included in
the mailing..

17/
Those who had not responded to any questionnaire during the spring

1974 administrations.

2.23
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contains 9 items and calls for up to 19 responses; Form CSA consists

of 7 items and calls for up to 17 responses; Form CSB consists of 13

items with 24 possible responses; and Form UBB contains 14 items with

26 possible responses.

6. Survey Administtor B191711.219.2:11LJCjaM
)

Another source of student data was the record kept by the study

-administrator during adzinistrations of the BSQ (either at the prbject

for the UB group or at feeder high schools for the CS group). Study

administrators were directed to note the reasons why various students

in the sample were unavailable for questionnaire adinistration or

makeup sessions. The '%1c ecorded information was obtaind from high

school personnel in the c4tse of the CS group and from project personnel

in the case of the UB group, and provides a supplemental classification

of student's activity state in spring 1974 (i.e., school dropout, .

project droPout) for a substantial number of questionnaire non-

respondents.

7.., Pro'ect Roster VerificatiOn (Inv)

A final source'of UB student data is the PRV. The USOE wiled a.

listing of its most recent project roster to each project director of 7r---

sampled projects for verification of project membership in fall 1973.

Project directors specified the grade level:of verified participants;

thus these data were available for all UB students at projects from

which the PRV was rsceived.

8. Upward Bound Project Director questionnaire (PDQ)

The PDQ was mailed in spring 1974 to the project directorS of all

54 UB projects in the sample. The /questionnaire was designed to

gather descriptive iuformation on,the project director's background,

experience, and attitudes and on the project's expenditures, staffing,

goals, emphasis, content, and strategies. The questionnaire contains

42 items with over 550 possible respOnses.'

9. laward_1321.1scL2Taagt_c_oLinselor Questionnaire (PCQ)_

The PCQ was mailed in spring 1974 to selected counselors at each

UB project in the sample. The questionnaire solicited information

related to characteristics of the counseling staff and of the counseling

6 5
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C.

function of the project. The questionnaire contains 35 items with

over 200 possible responses.

10. Upward Bound Project Instructor questionnaire (PIQ)

The PIQ was mailed to selected instructors at each UB project in

the sample in spring 1974. The information gathered is similar to
_

tha-t-described above for other UB staff qUeS-tionnaires except that the

emphasis is on instructor characteristics and-the teaching function of

the UB project. The questionnaire contains 40 items with over 290

possible responses.

11. Upward Bound Site Visit Report (SVR)

These reports, based upon site visits to a subisample of 15 UB
-

projects, document and summarize the impressions which were gained

through observation and unstructured interviews with UB students,

project directors, project counselors and instructors, chairpersons of

one or more of the'UB Advisory Committees, and institutional representa-

tives (officials responsible for the projects at the host institutions).

Classes of Variables

The kinds of data to be collected by the instruments described above

were specified by the protess comparison model (Figure 2.2). The classes

of variables collected for study wilt be documented below in tellms of this

same model. There are many alternate methods of classifying variables,

e.g., student variables, project variables, etc.--or criterion (dependent),

predictor (independent), or adjustment (covariate, partiallilg, moderator)

variables. It is felt, lowever, that the classification within the systems

approach provides a more meaningful and integrated view of he data, consis-

tent with the overall instrumentation and analysis plan.
18

For the purposes of presenting the classes of variables, the process

model-is modified-as shown,in Figure 2.4. The model has been expanded to

reflect the fact that there are various stages of input processing, each
,c

113.1 Although the classes of variables developed are stated in terms of
UB participants, it should be realized that in most cApes analogous data
were collected for comparison students mho had not participated in UB.

6 6
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Selected UB
Participants

Other External
Processes Operating

Resources

First

.Processing

The UB Process

Output
from
Stage 1

Final
Stage

Processing

Impact of Program
Operation (Other Than
on Participants)

Figure 2.4. Simplified Process Model of Upward Bound.
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with,intermediate output (which, in turn, is the input to the next stage of

processing). The analysis, using the synthetic cohort approach, makes use

of this aspect of the mddel by examining participants at various stages of

processing.-1-
9/. The model as presented in Figure 2.4 provides the conceptual

framework which defines the essential classes of variables for analysis.

These variable classes are described below and in greater detail in Appendix C.

Attempts were made.to measure-the specific variables listed, but for

practical reasons (given in Appendix C) not all instruments could measure

all'varias;.thus measures were not.available for all studenlikon all

variables.

1. Pre-UB ProceSs Data. Within this class of variables fall those

attributes of UB partacipants (a) prior to their entry into the program

(or at analogous points of educational development for CS students),

or (b) which are relatively permanent and basically unaffected by the

ope4ation of the UB process.

2. External Process Data. This class of variables concerns other,

releant processps besides UB which may be operating.on the individual

du-.7ing the period of UB proces§ing (or at analogous points of educe-

-tional development for CS students)'. Of major interest here were (a)

the existence and nature of such processes and (b) the extent of .

procesing which the individual had experienced.22/

3. Resource Data. This class of variables relates to resources used

in prbject operation. Included ate (a) all-financial resources
;

19/
--- The model may be easily expanded to a-process comparison framework--
either for purposes of comparing differential relationships by types of
UB projects (processes differing in structure or function) or for purposes
of comparing correlate§ of UB participation against nonparticipation.

20/
,The major concern for the present set of'data is the existence, nature,

and extent of the operation of the eXternal process as related to individuals;
_Attributes of relevant li.rocesses that may be operating on the 8tructure and
functioning of the UB programs were, also considered in this study. But the
concern in this latter case was not the individual student but rather the

-interaction of such processes with the.UB process 'and the extent of this
interaCEion. While such interaction data could bp included here, they. will

, be considered below under the class of data relating to program operation;
i.e., such external processes in relatiori to the project will be considered
as a part of the structure and function of the process.
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a

(federal, private, -institutional) of the project, (b) individual human

resources,(from the community, the host institution, etc.) ,
21/

and

(q) agency resources (host institution, feeder high schools, community)

expended on behalf of the program. The major concern is again with

the nature and extent of the various types of resources.

4. Byproduct Data. This class 40 variables relates to the possible

effects of program operation 'on others besides UB participants, the

broad spectrum of phenomena commonly labeled "program impact." Impact

can be either positive or negative, but is typically considered as

change which has been brought about (within extern'a1 processes, as a

result of program operation) in'the attitudes toward, or functional

treatment of, disadvantaged youth (e.g, families of participants,/

communities, host institutiong, and high schools).
22/

5. UB Operational Data. This clasa of variables concerns the

strUcture and function of.the UB.program.: As mentioned previously,.

paid UB staff and the impacts of external processes on the program,

per se, are subsumed under this,class of variables. Also considered

here is an evaluation of the stnkture and function'.of UB by project

staff and student participants. Some.of these data fherefore reflect

both objective and subjective information regarding. program Operational

data. /

6. Prior UB Processing Data. This class of.data concerns the
-

nature and extent of prior prdcessing of the individual student

participants in the UB program. Specifically the type and length of

exposure of prior program participation as well as any historical

21/
With respect to the second category,of resources, regular project

staff. were tot colsidered as resources, but rather as part of the struc-
ture of the process...

22/ ".
Specific attributes.related to these processes (as relevant to this

'data class) are the nature and extent of change experienced within such
processes. It shouid be note'd that there is a considerable 'interrelation-
ship between this class of variables and.categories (b) and .(c) under
Resource Data above (e.g., one valuable byproduct may be increased/insti-
'tional resources Offered to project).
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I

/ [

/
[

pattern of interruption of program participation are considered,/,
1

including the current projectyear.-
23/

.

,

7. IatJme Idiate Outcame,Data. Here, intermediate objectives Of the
i

program, as Measured by student outcomes, are considered. The/outcomes

may
/

be instrumental to the achievement of major outcomes, orbe of

specific instrinsic va,lue, or. both, These Outcome variables/thus

relate'to possible.prograM outcomes other than the three ma /or Objec-
_ .

tiveS (e.g., measures such as grades, educational aspirati s, etc.--.

where possible, stated relative ti the preprocess measureSof these

variables). . , I

8. Major Outcome Data. 'These data are concerned with the three

major objectives of UB as previously defined (i.e., increasing second-

ary educatiOn completion rate of' the target population,/ increasing

enrollment rlates in postsecondary institutions, and generating the

skills and illoti'vation necessarY for success in postsecOndary
24/education).

VI. DATA COLLECTION RECEIPT CONTROL, AND/

MANUAL PROCES ING PROCEDURES ' /

1

The introductory section to t is chapter outlined title primary sources
/

and schedule of data %olleCtion ca ried out in the study. The procedures
I

followed in collecting the data ar summarized below arid are detailed in
1

Appendix A. I

It should benoted that for the\CS group these da:ta are inapplicable;23/

thus these data were collected for UB participants only. Data relevant to
\subjective evaluation of these process s on the part Of the student parti-
.dipant were also Collected. There' is n obvious ove4lap and relatiOnship'
etween this subjelctive data and that t 'be collected under,..UB operational

\

I
ata.

24/ The late which speak directly to th first twoiobjectives are the
estimates of tranOtion probabilities out ined in sUbsection II.B.above.
Data relevant to thle third objective were obtained primarily from the
variables classified under Intermediate Ou comes above (e.g., specific
skills and motivational increases which ar commonly seen as related to
postsecondary succeSs, such as that derivab e fromihigh school course
information).
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Preliminary Activities

uring the end of the planning phase of the,study, mail and telephone

contacts (and in some cases visits) were made with UB and high school

personnel to inform them of'the study, to obtain cooperation, to collect
-

data required for sampling students and staf, and, in the case of schools;

to establish liaison persons for future contacts. In the.case of the UB

projects, the persons contacted were the project directors; in the case of

high schools, the principals were contacted, after the endorsement, of

officials at the state and:district leVels had been obtained.. Subsequently,

a liaison person at each feeder school was contacted.to obtain information

tequired for.sampling comparison students and for arranging questionnaire

administrations.

RTI survey staff visited study sites to.plan the administration of the

BSQ with the schools and projects, and to recruit, interview, and hire

local study administrators. In 6 cegional one-day training sessions held

during April 1974, 64 study administrators were trained in the'procedures

required for administering the BSQ to students at the selected UB projects

and schools and for collecting transcript information from project and

school records.

B. Student Data .

_ .

.

The steps involved in the complex flow of student data collection are

summarized in Figures 2.5 and 2.6. Specific procedures are summarized below.

1. Administration of the BSQ

Administrations Of the BSQ to groups Of UB students Were conducted

during regularly scheduled meetings at the project sites. For projects

that were not able to assemble sizeable'prOportions of their students

on site, administrations Werelleld for.smaller groups,at the.high

schools attended by the sample Students. For,projects in which less

,than 80 percent of the eligible students appeared at the originally

schedhled administrations, one or more makeup. sessions were conducted.
25/

These procedures were impledented in April and May 1974. Because the

response idte was lower than expected after these efforts, additional

25/
For two projects with low response rates after the makeup sessions,

BSQ questionnaires were mailed to the students.

7 1
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administrations of the BSQ to previously absent UB students were

conducted during the summer UB program (in June and July 1974).

The BSQ was also administered to groups of comparison students at

their schools during spring 1974.- Makeup sessions were conducted

where less than 85 percent of the potential respondents appeared for

, the original administration.
,

2. Collection of SARF Data .

During the BSQ administrations at both the projects and schools,

the study administrators obtained from project or school personnel the

I

reasons for t'he

I

absence of seaple tudents and recorded these on the

I
SARF. By this eans, UB students who had left the selected projects,

and comparison students who had dropped out or transferred from the

selected schools, were identified. These students were thUs identified

to be the recipientsof the mailed D/TQ (see subsection VI.B.4 below).

3. Collection of Transcript Information (STF)

During-the weeks of BSQ administration, the study administrators

gathered transcript data on all sample UB students from records kept

in UB project files. These transcript data were recorded on the

STF.-121)1 Also recorded on this form was the'current address of the

student (it known) and two names and addresses of persons through whom
,

the student could be reached. The transcript information for the

-sample CS group was obtained primarily from school files, and sometimes

also from city and dist) ct school offices.

4. Maiii1.3.of 'the D/TQ

Tlie entire package of BSQ, STF, and SARF were returned tp RTI

aftei: completion of this data collection'effort. The SARF identified

the aPpropriate target students for the D/TQ, while-the STF provided

their addresses. As soon as these forms were received by RuI, theD/TQ

was mailed to those identified to have left their project or school.

26/ -
Because project files were not uniform in organization and amount of

data recorded, the administrators expended c%nsiderahle effort', with the
aid of project personnel, in tracking down the desired information from
schools and from a variety of project records. In addition, the study ad-
ministrators required the aid of school and project.officials in decipher-

,

ing much of the transcript information.

7 6
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For D/TQ's returned to RTI marked "undeliverable," a "second-

best" address was obtained (if available) from the STF and was used

for remailing the questionnaire. A followup D/TQ was mailed to non-

respondents a month after the original mailing.

Because the ESQ response rate among eligible UB students was

lower than desired, even with the extra summer administrations, it was

decided to mail a version of che D/TQ to the previous absentees. For

each project, when it was decided that no summer makeup session was

to be held or when summer makeups were incomplete, the remaining

, absentees were sent this version of the D/TQ. The first maili

occurred in'July, with a follow-up mailing in August.

5. Mailing of the FSQ and Telephone Followup

In late September, 1974, the FSQ (Forms UBA, (MB, CSA, 1 CSB)

,was mailed to all CS and UB students Eor whom addresses were available.

A month later, a follow-up FSQ was mailed to the nonrespondents. At

each mailing, questionnaires returned as undeliverable were sent out

again to a second-best address if possible.

After one mailed follow-up.of the FSQ, the remaining, efforts to

contact nonreSpondents were performed by telephone. The sAmples for

the telephone survey included about 40 percent.ot all stUdents who.had

not responded to the FSQ but who had previouSly respbuded to. the BSQ.

ot D/TQ, and'all FSQ nonrespondents who had.also not responded

previously.

Experienced RTI telephone interviewers were trained to administer

the FSQ via telephone. Interviewer's made extensive efforts to use any

available source (e.g. recorded addresses, projects-, schools)7to

locate the-student and to contact each potential source of information

(e.g., respondent's parents, other .relatives, friends, project or

school personnel). If any potential source was contacted befo.re the

student was reached, that source vies asked the questions on the FSQ.

The information obtained on the same student (possiblyfrom multiple

sources) was recorded in each interview, along with the source. This

method was employed to-maximize the amount of information available on

the subjects should the latter themselves not be reached. :The telephone

followuP survey was conducted from 1-ie middle of November to the end

of December 1974. 7 7
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C. UB Staff Questionnaires,

In April 1974, each sampled in staff member was mailed the appropriate

PDQ, PCQ, or PIQ. Several types of follOwup were employed. In mid-May

-1974,.projeci directors were requested by mail to urge the nonresponding

- staff members to return their qUestionnaires. in late August, staff ques-

tionnaires were again mailed to nonrespondents, and lists of these non-

respondents were sent to the regional Commissioners of Education and regional

USOE officials asking their help. Finally,.in October 1974, the Project'

directors of nonresponding staff were telephoned to request their help in

getting the questionnaires.returned. In addition, other telephone contacts

with the project directors or personal contacts during site-visits were

used to Solicit the return of questpnnaires.

In October it became apparent that certain financial,questions in the

PDQ had not been answered completely or uniformly. Therefore, each.sample

project director was requested,by mail to send to RTI a copy of the 1973-74

progradyear final Grantee Financial Report (OE Form 1227). At the 15

site-visited projects, directors were asked to provide cop' s of their

audit reports for the saMe year. In November 1974, USOE re ional offices

Were requested by telephone to helP obtain the Form 1227 and audit

reports fromprojects which had not prpvided them at that time. These

reports were used to help interpret and supplement PDQ responses to financial

questions.

I

D. Site Visits

Two-day site visits were conducted at a toeal of 15 selected Upward.

Bound projects in the spring and summer of 1974. Findings and perceptions

from these Visits were expected to aid in the.interpretation of the pri-

mary dala gathered for the UB evaluation study. They would also serve as

an additional source for program description data.

The overall purpose of these visits was to observe, discuss, and

record the ongoing operations of Upward Bound in order to add a realistic

prospective to the report of.the evaluation study. Hard data were not

gathered on Program operationn or other features of UB projects, since the

essential effort was to 4discover what was there" and cons!derable variabil-,

ity.was anticipated. Iu this respect, it was not possible to approach:each

. 7 8
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visit in the same way or to gather the same kinds of inforMati_on,,partly

because circumstances varied and.partly because of the sUbjective nature of

site visits. As a result, the site visit data must be viewed as an impres-

sionistic and sometimes inferential lock at Upward Bound in acaon)

After selection of the sites to be visited, explanatory letters were

mailed to project directors advising them of the.upcoming visit and its

purposes. Regional TRIO program officers were informed of those projects

selected, and their assistance was solicited in emphasizing the.importance

of the visits in the UB evaluation study. Direct telephone contact was

made with the project directors by RTI team leaders several weeks prior to

the proposed visit, in order to clarify purposes,.set.up schedules for
,

interviews, and discuss other related matters. In addition, preliminary

informatiOn was obtained on the nature of the forlial P"rogiams, numbersof

personnel involved, and the feasibility of scheduling Makeup seSsions for

adminiStration.of the student questionnaire.,2

_ Visits were,conducIed during the months of April and May 1974 for the

academic year programs ,Ad during June and July 1974 for the summer pro-

grams. Selection of dates was typically made by project directors, in

conjtinction with schedules proposed by the RTI team leader. The attempt

was made always;to/plan two visits in one trip in the interests 0 effi-

ciency and economy. Site visit.,; typically required two full days in the

summer and one and a half days during the academic year. The team con-

sisted Of-two persons in all cases,except One, where three were involved.

E., Receipt Control
°
Separate p.,toc..edisres were followed for each instrument in keeping a

current account of the status of the respondents. A log book was used to

enter the completion status of the BSQ and STF fbr each sample UB and CS

student, organized by project or .by.feeder school. For t1ie D/TQ, a card
7

file was maintained on all recipients of the D/TO, and was used for recording

and updat4ng the .cotpletion status of each recipient. A Master computer

'file was subsequently established to maintain for all sample students their

ddresses and completion statuS-to all instruments. This computer file was

used directly in maintaining the completion status to the IISQ. Einally,

log books were used torecord and update the completion status of the UB

7 9
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2



\ staff to their questionnaires, organized by type of questionnaire ails' by

\ project.

i 1
\ F. Early Data Processing

\

.
.

Editing-and coding manuall were prepared for all instruments except
\

---- the site visit forms, SARF, and PRV.211 A staff was trained to edit and
_.

Cde according to the procedures outlined in the manuals.,

I. the case oi the BSQ, the open-ended questions_were-first-madilally_
ed ted and coded at RTI, and then the contents of the entire questionnaire

wer machine scored and entered onto magnetic tape by the Measurement.

Rese rch Center, Iowa "ity. A computer tape for thenUB and CS groups was

created directly from lited hard copy. Thg D/TQ; STF, and UB staff ques-

tion ires were all manually edited, coded, keypunched, and verified. FSQ
,28/

respon es.were manually edited and codc...--- and directly entered onto

magneti tape, using.direct data entry machines.

VII. DATA BASES AND COMMONALITIES

As s,en in Sections V'and VI of this chapter, the Sources of data for
/

this study\were quite,diverse. Different data elements were collected.for

each of several different groups by Various modes of collection, at. diEferent
,

time pointO, using different instruments. Further, some student'instruments .

t

were designed to collect data exclUsively from nonrespondents to,other

instruments"so that student questiVinaire responses eXist in disjoint data
y.K

seta. The resulting large variety oftrespondents and instrumpnts may
! i

.

I

present, on the. surface, a somewhat amorPhous set of'partially related but
.. /

seemingly disj\oint data sets for each of several groups. In this section

the disjoint groups will be defined, and the' commonalities of these data
.

' 27/
The SARF and PRV were used as -sources of final resort and thus

were not all syStematically coded. No Site visit reports were coded due
to their subjeCtive.nature

28/
/

Hand coding was required on telephone Survey responses because multi-
ple questionnaires on the same subject coula have been obtainedLfrom dif-
ferent sources. In tne manual coding, for each question, only one answer
(froth one of the multiple sources) was selected fox coding. The,selection
was guided by a priority system specified for each question; for each ques-ep.
tion, the System assigned the highest priorities to sources judged most
likely to give,v4lid answers, conside the nature of the question:



I.

..sets and the common data elements making up logical data modules for analysis

will be examined.

Table 2.4 defines the disjoint groups.from which data were collected

-\ and specifies the mode of Collection (by instrument) for each group. As

',can be seen from Table.2.4, the amount of data available for Answering

specific questions regarding the UB program-is a function of the Common

data.available, and not necessarily all the data collected. It should be

noted, however, chat the sources of data available for such groups are not

the same and thus the information aVailable is not the same. Analyses for

the entite student group were thus limited to those variables which were

common to all subgroups.29/

For current purposes, subgroups are defined by the particular instru-
.

ments which/group members completed. For some UB participants (or past

participants) questionnaire information was collected prior to fall 1974.

These previous respondents were asked to provide responsee (by mail or-
..

telephone) only to the FSQ(UBA). Previous nonrespondents were asked to

respond only to the FSQ(UBB), which solicited critical data not collected

previously. Previous CS group respondents were asked to complete the

FSQ(CSA), and previous nonrespondents were asked to complei.e the FSQ(CSB).

for snal-Yees involving only UB staff, the data base problem was

considerably 'reduced although not eliminated. For analyses involVing a

combination of staff quest.f.onnaire data with student datathe problems of

diverse patterns:of.available student information were again encountered.

For purposes of addressing various questions to be.answeted this

study (see Chapter 3), analyses were directed, toward a varty of different
.

groups and subgroups of respondents. diven.a particular analysie question,

analyses were therefore restricted to data modules containing common data

elements..for the respondent group under consideration. The five major

classea of data modulcs used in anal:Tees were:

A11-student data module.

2) Questionnaire-specific student data modules.

291 Note that UB parLicipants and nonparticipante are further differ-
s

entiated by virtue of having been mailed or achilinistered alterllate forms
of.'a particular questionnaire,,although there is high commonality among
alternate'forms.

8 1
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Table 2.4

DESCRIPTION OF DATA SOURCE CROUPS AND DATA COLLECTED

-.Croup Data Sources Available

I. Students

A. UB participants (as of fall 1973) PRV, STF, and SARF

, 1. Still in project in spring 1974

P. Reffesals No additioAal data

b. BSQ administration absentees

i. Returned D/TQ and FSQ D/TQ(C), FSQ(UBA)

ii, Returned D/TQ but no't FSQ D/TQ(C)

ili. Returned Fsp but not D/TO FSQ(UBB)

iv. 0,-Nonresponge to both instruments No additional data

c. ,Participated ir BSQ administration

i. Returned FSQ BSQ(B), FSQ(UBA)

'Noaresponse to FSQ BSQ(B)

2. No longer,in project in spring 1974

a. Returned D/TQ and FSQ D/TQ(B), FSQ(UBA)

b. Returned D/TQ but not FS0' D/T0(B)

c. Returned FS0 but not' D/T(1 FSQ(UBB)

d. Nonresponse to both,instruments No data

B. CS students (in school, fall 1973) RSCR, STF, and SARF

1. In same school in sPring 1974

a. Refusals No additional data

b. BSC) administration absentees

i. Returned FSQ FSO(CSB)

Nonresponse to FSQ No additional data

c. Participated in BSO administration

i. Returned FSQ BSQ(A), FSQ(CSA)

. ii. Noniesponse to FSO BSQ(A)

2. Not at sat.e schota in spring 1974

a. Returned D/TQ and FSQ D/TO(A), FSQ(CSA)

b. Returned D/TQ but not FSQ D/TQ(A)

c. Returned FSQ but not D/TQ FSQ(CSB)

d. Nonresponse to both instruments No,additional data

UB Staff (with project during or prior to fall 1973)

A. Project Directors

1. Responded PDQ

2. Nonresponse No data

B. Counselors

1. Responded PCQ

2. Nonresponse No data

C. Instructors

1. Responded

2. Nonresponse

8 2
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3) Group-specific/student-data modules.

4) Project data module.

5) Questionnaire-;specific project staff data madules..

A. All Student DataModule

In addressing clues
F
ions regarding the entire sample of students, or in

generalizing to the prsoulations Trom which they were drawn, one is restricted

to this data module. The elements of this module are: (1) common elements

of the BSQ, the FSQ, and the D/TQ; and (2) othercommon elements of instru-
,

ments such as'STF, SARF, HSCR, and PRV.

There are relatively few comMOn elements across the HSQ, D/TQ, and FSQ

because the latter twoAuestionnaires were deliberately shortened. It was

considered necessary to minimize the length of these two mailed question-

naireo in order to increase the likelihood that the respondents would
;

come and, return them: Further, in the case of.thelp/TQ, It Was felt

that the respondents, being,school or project dropouts, were least likely

to be interestedan completing questionnaires.

Mhe'data for this mOdule are, therefore, quite restricted: A major

implicaton Of thia'restriction is that these are the data from which

estimates of academic-year tontinUation rate were obtained. Any "cor-
,

rections" (to-adjust for initial. differences between the participant lind

comparison groups) to .the continuance Proportions . were necesparily,,limited

to the variables of this data module.

Table 2.5 inditates commonalities among the variouS student ques-
,

tionnaires (and thus common questionnair ,.. data elements for the all student

data module).' It should be noted that there is a very small number of

common variables. The kudent questionnaire data commonalities, as shown

in Table 2.5 are: (1) age,-.(2) 'sex, (3) a very rough Poverty level index

'letermined from number of persons supported and reported family income),,'

racd.5 (5) grade level'in fall 1973, (6) activity state (in or out/o/f

-

school, job, postscordar3 enrollment, high school equivalency enrollment)

'L. i)ring 1974,
30/
--r (7) reported high r-.:hool GPA for 1972-73 school/year,

*

)
date of first participation in UB (applies only to UB students), (9)

30/ See Lppendix,t for complete du...finitilns and determination of

activity states.
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Table 2.5

COMMONALITY OF STUDENT QUESTIONNAIRE DATA

f

BSQ(U14)

Icem NO.

CS

BSQ(UB) D/TQ(UB) D/TO(C3) D/TQ(C) FSQ(A)
Item No. Item Yo. /tem No. Item No. Item No.

UB CS UB

FSQ(A) \ FSQ(8) FSQ(B)
Item No. Itam No. Item No.

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

.

14

15

16

17

18

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

14

15

16

17

18

Of
2

5a

1a/

5b

a/1
2

5a

3a/

5b

a/

2

5a

3.e

5b

\ 12-/
a/1

a a/,/ 2

\
,

13a I4a

aV

\

\

\
\

,

13b 14b

19a

19b

I9a

19b

9a

'.9b

/ 9a

9b

9a

9b

112! -,, .
. le

1 b/3a
i,.- a/b \ /

20 20.

21 21

22 22

'25S,v13

24 244-

25 25

26 26

27 27 4-52
, (/ ,c/ c/12 c/ \13 ,

c.

28 28

50 50
..:

4 I

\.

51 %
,

52

33 se 1021

54

35 14c/

67 51 15 12 15

6 6 6 32-/ 2b,E/

7 7 7

8 a 8

IO 10 10 1 2 4

11 . 11 11

12
a12/ 9-

6/ b/
11

13 13

2 3 s s

3 4 5 6

4 5 7 7

5 6 a a

6 7 9 9

10

2i Onestion !Al , lightly differenz foam.,

/ Qtiestion in considerably different form buc same basic informncion.
c/ Grossly different form but same type Of information.
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highest grade completed, (10) date of last participation in UB (applies

only to UB students), (11).activity State in fall 1974, and (12) change of
,.

UB participation status. For this common data base to be available for a

student, "complete" data on the student, was required (either 1) completion

of appropriate items on the BSQ or D/TQ, or 2) Completion of appropriate

items on the FSQ(B)). Additionally, other stukent-related data were

available (to various degrees) which allowed classification of some students

at one or more points in time and which were used as supplementary sources

for one or more pcomplete data items. These data were available from HSCR

(CS only), PRV (UB only), SARF, and STF. Moreover, the STF proVided a

fairly rich data base regarding high school academic information.

B. Questionnaire Specific Student Data Modules

So-me of the analysis questions posed can only be rmswered by usa c)f

data available from a particular questionnaire (e.g questions relating to

students' educational aspirations are only available from BSQ respondents;

and questions relating to reasons for dropping out of school are only

available from D/TQ respondents). Due to different forms of these question-

naires, any question relating to the entire group of questionnaire specific

respondents is limited to the common data items on alternate forms of the

questionnaires (see Table 2.5).

C. Group Specific Student Data-Modules

Some student analysis questions relate to specific student groups

P
defined by a rep rted or observed classification during the course of the.

study (e...,g4; III h school graduates reporting Astseconary educational
\

. continuanceNs5.ndents eligible.for BSQ administration wi .. did not respond

- to the BSQ but who responded to one or more.other questionnaires). QUestions

relating to,.these'specific groups are restricred to data modules defined by

the common data items available for the specified group.
/ ,,

D ,Pro ect Data Module

This data module provides a source of data for addressing questions

related to the population:of UB projects. As specified in Section IV of

8 5
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this chapter, the project was the first stage of sampling for.all subsequent

samples described earlier. Thus the common data elements for projects

included all data from project staff.as well'as the student data modules

for UB participants and the CS group, specific to that project. Typically,

only a limited subset of the data was used in any particular description or

comparisbn, of projects.. When addressing questions at the project level

regarding student charactetistics, aggregated student data within project

was considered (see-Chapter 8 and Appendix F). Most questions related to

this module concerned data provided in response to the UB staff question-
/

naires. At the level of project centered questions, questionnaire data

from counselors or instructor's was aggregated within staff :osition.

Additional data commonalities exist among the UB project staff question-

naires. These data were used for descriptive purposes (e.g., describing

staff members) as well as for project-related analyses. Data commonalities

among the project staff instruments played a different role.than student

data commonalities. Simila questionnaire items relating to perceptions of

projects by different staff members provided a natural vehicle for examina-

tion of divergence of perception and opinion within a project and for

obtaining an aggregate index.of project operation. The commonalities among

theses sets of insiruments are given in. Table 2.6.

E. Questionnaire Specific Project Staff Data Mcdules

These data modules are completely defined by the PDQ, PIQ, and PCQ,

respectively. These modules were used in addressing questions related to

national estimates of characteristics of TThstatt members within a particular

staff role.

VIII. OVERVIEW OF DATA PROCESSING

Prior to any considerations of ane74.ysis of Ftudent or project data, it

is tmportant to cosider certain data management id tanipulation procedures

/ which have implications for analysis. A major matter of concern relates to

the techniques by which the large array of data, described in the previous

section, were distilled and sifted to produce meaninful indices for use in

analysis.

.10

8 6
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Table 2.6

COZZMNALITIES FOR PROJECT STAFF QUESTIONNAIRES

Project
Director

Questionnaire

Project
Counselor

uestionnaire

Project
Instructor

Qestionnaire

1
a2a/--

2b2j

321

4-a/-

51/

62/

a/7-

sai
5a/

a11b/-

12

13

14

152a/

13b-f

16-
b/

b17-/

c/e
18- -

/

19

20

21S/111

22
b/

,24

23

26

27

28-b- /

.29

30-

31

32

33

1

3_a/

4 e-
a/

6
a/

a/
7-

iG

lla

11b/-

b
19-

/

201.

232/

1

a/d/
18- -

b/ b30- 29-
/

b/32-b- / 38-

Project
Director

Questionnaire

Project
Counselor

Questionnaire

Project
Instructor \

questionnaire

3417-15-11

3513-

36

42

b/34-

35-

4b-cl

12

13

16S/
c17/-

24

25

26

27

28b/-

30-4/

36-
b/

c4h/-

laE/

c14/-

15-c/

22-
c/

c/
37-

39-
c/

12

19

20

27

28

30

31

32

33

34

a/
Same personal.information but for dIfferent persons.

bJ
information about project or educa:_,.si intervention philophy from different

points of view.

Si Project related activitis -ieuces of different staff Lmbers.

Scala inversion.

-t/-, Very small commrillaty,.queL, Ls, diarginally similar for PP.

1! .Saale inversiow ts omewhat different for PD.
.81

h/
One category nmitted tor PI.

Scale differences.
8 7
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There were several factors in the design of the study that created the

need for considerable processing of the.data prior to analysis. The-uee of

different instruments raises the question of inconsistencies and imputations

within and among instrumentS and that of a least common data base (see

previous section) in analyses relating.to all students or all projects.

The matter of differing sources of information (particularly in thrcase of'

the telephone followupsee above svl-,section VI.135 and Appendix A) raises

the question aLdifferential validity of data sources. The different time

periods inNrolvedt s'eudent data cueate an additional consideration of,
\\

inconsistency of data and logical-imputation between time periods.

The two major areas relating to data manipulation are: (1) general

computer checks, edits, and imputations, and (2) development of analysia

files. -These areas are addressed 1:riefly beiow and are covered in greater

detail in Appendix E.

A. General Computet Check Edit and Imputation Procedures

The specific details of editing UPI/ data files were somewhat different

from instrument to instrument, due prli6r4ly to: (1) differentresponse

patterns (particularly skip patterns, inconsistency check patterns, and

imputable items), cnd (2) differential preparation of raw data files (i.e.,

machine scc.red or keypunched). There were, however, general principals of
. .

computer checking and editing. The general form of editing for the files

was: (1) initial check ,o ascertain that data were in order (sorting of

records, and subrei; in the case of card format; and deletion or resolu-
,

tion of 'qloise" bad.ID codes, and duplicate recor'dS),, (2) supple-

mentaldata coding, (3) out of range checks and conversion of all "errors"
, 7

.to a standard error code system, (4) routing item'checks and appropriate

coding of inconsistencies, (5) inconsistency checks, and (6) final editing

step (including complete check of_fil(- and any logical or stochastic imputa-

tions). An overview of. important characteristics of the editing 8teps is

presented below.

1, .Th:General Supplemental Codes and Error Codes

This step involved creating a supplemental coding system which

a) allowed a Supplemental code identifying inconsistent items with.Ln

a and (b) allowed a 'Juppitiental code to identify dat- which

8 8
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had been imputed. The supplemental code allowed such data to be

selectively screened for analysis (see Appendix E for specific detailS

of the system).

In addition to the supplemental codes, codes were developed and

used to denote certain types of responses that normally are not

usable in analysis. Specific codes were developed to-identify

nonresponee, legitimate nonresponse, multiple response..nonresponse

inconsistent with rOuting items,.out of range response, "don't know"

response, refusal; item not administered (used for merged files

oontaining different forms of the same instrument), and unavailable

response (indicating que-tionnaire nonresponse). These coding proce-

dures are detailed in Appendix E.

2. RoutiaaIte_mCi_iecks

There are a variety of routing items in the various UB instru-
f

ments. The simplest type is a skip pattern-and is Musc7.1ted by the

following diagram.in which the answer to A routes the respondent to

either answerH through G'or to skip B through G and proceed to item H. \.

/.

In general, editing procedures produced a. supplemental data code or

error code when a routing question or data inside a skip pattern were

answered inconsistently with respect :-o'other data in the skip pattern.

For more complex routing items, i.e..,,cdouble branching or nested

patterns, analogous techniques and codes were used;.

2.48.



3. Inconsistency. Checks

A series of inconsistency checks was performed for each instrument.

The-specific.checks performed varied from instrument to instrument.

Data items found to be inconsistent on any-check were assigned a

specific supplemental data code.
0

4. Imputations

There are two different. types of imputations. Different supple-
.

mental .code values were assigned to imputed data on the basis of the

type of imputatilbn-Performed. The first type of imputation is that of

logical impliqtion from existiLg data. For exam9le, a student may

have indicated that he was in high school at a given point in time,.

but neglected to give his grade. If, at the same point intime, that

student indicated that the highest g.:..ade he had c2a2:11 was the

tenth grade, one could deduce that his grade level at that time point

was:the eleventh grade.

.A second'type of imputation performed is a stochastic inference

frot.existing data elements. As an example, a_student may have indi-

cated that he was in high school in grade n during the spring of one

academic year and also in high school the follOwing fall without

indicating grede level for the fall'. For n -< 12, it is highly probable

that the individual is in grade n + 1 in the fall (for n = 12. the

logical imputation is st1.11,111LIIede 12 in the fall). This will not

necessarily hold for every case (since the student may have failed to

advance); however, in the large majority of cases, such an imputation

would be correct.

B. Analysis File Construction.

The analyses performed for this stUdy may be categorized tato four

major groupings: (1) student oriented analyses, (2) project staff analyses,

(3) project specific analyses, and .(4) project by student analyses. The

scope of these analyses is documented in/Chapter 3 and will not be considered

here; rather, this section will exaMin,4 some manipulationsf data necessary

for conducting such ,;oalalyses. These procedures are more documented

in ApPendix E.

9 0
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In Section VII, the reader was introduced to the dispint data sets
t.

colLicted from students, staff, and other sources. For most of the analyses,

the original questionnaire data sets as separate entities were insufficient

for analysis,-even when augmented by sampling weights. For example, exami-

nation of response to the BSQ (an analysis sr,cific to one set of respon-

dents and one data set) was undertaken only after data external to the BSO.

file were examined and appropriately merged with the BSQ data (i.e., high

school grades from the STF file, external validation of student status).'

The rather lengthy and complex set of merging operations.prior to actual

analysis is discussed in Appendix E. Various procedures for validating and

determining activity states are treated briefly below.

1. Determining Studentastkia. States

Any analysis of the student data within the general model proposed

,(subsection II.A) would seem to require, if nothing else, the identi-

fication of activity states of students in the sample at three points

'in time. This determination, however, presented one Of the major

problems encountered in file preparation. The difficulties stemmed .

primarily.frc- the many different combinations of data sources poten-

tially available for any one student.

The simple classification-of in-school or out-of-school is too

limited to truly depict the dynamios of an"jardividual's transition

through the educational system. The more complete classification

system used.for analysis.is sketched below.

In 'classifying individuals as to'activ.:.ty state; two or more

classifications were used. The primary classification was strictly

related to the time points considered in °the study (i.e., fall 1973;

spring 1974; and fall 1974), and related primarily to-in-high-school

or out-of-high-school status. The second (or third or fourth) classi-

fication areas Ire conditional on the primary classification and

provide in some caSes historical information. The.secondary classi-

fications used related to: work status, grade in hi,!h school, post-

secondary education (PSE) status, highest grade compieted, and status

regarding high school equivalency programs (HE?).

Information relating to the particular mode of c1asfication at

a s:i.ngle time point was often obtainable from diverse sources, butrwas

9 1
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not in all cases available. -When information was availLble from

several sources, ithere was not always complete agreement as to classifi-

cation from the (Afferent ources. A complete listing of poteotial

sources of data from which a student's status might have ben determined

is given in Appendix E. Additionally, the systems by which activity

states were determined are included in Appendix E in the form of

decision trees. An example of this system for the simplest time.point

classification (CS students in fall 1973) is shown in Figure 2.7.

For a given time point t are various sources of information

regarding an individual's activity stato, as 'can be seen from Figure 2.7;

Different instruments or questions within instruments provide one

dimension of source differences, while different persons from whom the

data are obtained is another dimension. Within the FSQ telephone

followup data, the second dimension exists within a specific instrument;

in all other cases, a particular source is 'associated with a specific

instrument. One may oFierve the implied hierarchy of data sources

used in determining activity state from the example -,hown in Figu:e 2.7.

In assigning high school status, for example, the order of acceptance

of information from various data sources is:

(1) High school staff. -

(2) Respondeat.

(3) Respondent's sPouse.

(4) Respondent's parents.

(5) Friend.

(6) Project staff (for UB participants only).

0.

An ordering of data sources regarding other aspects of each student's

activity state (secondary classificatiOns other than grade level or

x

highest grade completed) is similar to that given above ex ept that

high school staff (normally Unfamiliar with :5ttudent's acti ities after

he leaves school) were given lowest priority. A specification of sudh:
t

implied hierarchies of daL sources is given in Appendix E. ActuallY

all available information relative to au activity state was examined.

The classification 14as determined from the highest ordered data source -

from which clasSification informaEion was ol..tainable. In addition to

the standard lead digit codes, coded actiVity state information was

.99
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*,. .

also ,supplemented by additional-codes: (1) a code indicating the
- ,

soul:;ce from which the Classii:ication is made, (2) an inconsistency

code indicating whether the.classification was consistent with all

other available data within che time period. -

In addition to incogsistencies within a specific time point,

there are additional consistencies thht resulted from classifi-
I

,cations at two or more time pointn. For example,-the classification

"In High School Grade 10" in fall 1973 is inconsistent h tl',.

classification "Graduated High School" in spring 974: MoriD7>b;ft.ir

was possible to impute responses at one time period from t Ci6 at

another (some approaches have already been specified above Examples

of some straightforwa-d imputa.tions are:
r..-

(1) "Graduated-in spring 1974" would suggest a gr de level of 12
. '4

in fall 1973 if the individual could be identified as being
,

in high school at the earlier tithe (sirailarly for fall 1974

and spring 1974).

(2) "In grade n in fall 1973" or "spring 1974" would normally

indicate the student was in the same grade at the 'other ?me

period (provided he Was in high school at both points). A /
_

When imputations were periormed, t1 appropriate,imputation coA,/

was added to the data element so imputed. Incorlsstencies across time

periods were, noted by the supplemental inconsistency code specified in

the previous section.

2. Determ;.i.ning Other.Critical Variables-for Analyses

-In:addition to determining primary and secondary activity 'stet:ea

at three points in time, it was-important for- rhe overall Student-__

analysis to determine other classtficatory wIriables for the respondents.

SpecificallY,: the remaining/classificatory variables among the common

-data items are.sex, age, race,,and poverty index. Further, information

relating to high So dl Courses played a major part in these analyses. -

Finally, it was impor nt to ascertain whether: (a) students in the

UB sample were, in fact, UB participants at the three discre`e time

points;. (b) st4drAl.ts-iii the CS sample had'participated in. UB eitfier

before or after\selectioni and,(c).the length.of participation for UB

studants. These iinp6rtnnt deteyminations are detailed in Appendix E.

7. 91
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Chapter 3

Overview of Analysis: General Approach und Limitations

I. GEAERAL

In previous chapters, the narure and methodology of the collection and

-,..1rocessing of student and project dilta have been sketched. This chapter

)rovides an overview of analyses that were performed and the various proce-

dures used to extract the most important and relevant information from the

data. This chapter also provides an insight into analysis limitations

through an appraisal of the quality of data returned, including examinations

of nonresponse, reliability, and basic differences between certain respondent

subgroups.
1

To guide analysis; an"analysis advisory group was formed, conLiisting

or: nationally ?rominent analysts. (see Appendix H). RTI submitted to USOE

on 5 December 1974 an analysis plan, which was modified somewhatas a

result of a meeting of'RTI staff, USOE project monitors, .and the analysis

-civiscy group on 1(Land IA-December 197Z. While the advisory group provid-
N
ed thoitful insight into analysis problems and strategies, maaynf the

valuable suggestions offered\bY the group could not be implemented due to
-

constraints' on tne da.a. (see Chapter 2, Section VII) and limitations in

time and funds. Where possible, suggestions were inco=porated intn the.
analyses. Although the advisory group provided valuable input into the

plans for analyais, they served in a purely advisory tapacity and the

resultant analysis strategy is the sole product and responsibility of the

,RTI analysis team.

In addition to routine analyses for questionnaire and item nonrasponse,

dapa reliability,. and Isubgroup bias (presented i this chapter)i, the're a-ze-

three major classes of analysis: (a) student oriented analyses, (b).program

oriented analyses,1/- arid (c) project by student analyses. General features

I/
This analysis clatss subsumes the project.staff analyses and the

project specific analy es introduced in subsection VIII.B Of Chapter 2.

9 5
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of these classes are given below, while specific analyses and results-are

presented in detail in subsequent chapters.

A. Student Oliented Analyses

The most general questions concerning UB and control :,tudents are

examined in-the student Oriented analyses which are presented in Chapter 7.-

In these evaluatiol2s the unit ofanalysis is the student, and analysis

variables are typically those common tc all students (see subsection VII.A

of Chapter 2) which subsequeatly comprised the major portion of the Student

Master File.
2/

The analyses are conceptually quite straightforward although

in. scme cases they become operatiOnally. complex. They focus primarily. on
4
6

differences between UB participants and nonparticipants.

These analyses speak to the c'ritical questions of the effectiveness Of

the UB prOgZam., The questions to be answered are value-laden and neces-
,

sarily sen4tive ones, and every effort has been made to insure that mis-

interpretv4ons do not occur from spurious results. -Analysis bias, either

favorable cA. unfavorable to the program, has been avoided to the greatest-
.

extent possible. For these analyses, therefore, appropriate adjustments of

data were quite crucial. EXtensive care has been taken to adjust, where

-Iossible, for any existing differences.between participants' and 'nonpartici-

pants in terms of variable classes not directly, pertaining/to progr:lm

part!.cipation (i.e., moderating variables such as differen jal baseline

measures and/or differential Operation of relevant external processes), as

suggested by the'process model:

,The approach in selecting cou.parison studenta reduced SOM2 of the.

major differences-betweea UZ participants and-'-coimparison stud,,.nts along two .

major dimensions--poverty ;level and "acadeMic risk" status--thus ri_ducin3

the extent.to Which.statistical aijustments were required. Technique's for

such adjustments, particularly in the case of'differences between participantS

and nonparticip.Ints on large, nubers of basically qualitative variables,

become quite complex.
3./ For this reascn, the sampling plan was designed to

2/ The StUdent Master Pile is Aiscussed more fully in Seciicm IV of this
chapter and in Appendix E.
3/ See Appendix F for.spacific adjustment.teonniques used for student
analyses.

9 6
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reduce the probability of major group differences in such critical variables

as: class in school, region of country, rural-urban location, poverty

status, and classification as "academic risk" (see Chapter 2, subsection IV.A

and Appendix B). In the main, the sampling plan was effective toward this

end.

B. Program Oriented Analyses

In the program oriented analyses, reported in Chapters 4 through 6,

the thrust is descriptive. These descriptive analyses are divided into

three sections. One section uses the individual project staff as the units

of analysis (Chapter 4). The directors, instructors, and counselors, as

well as their activities over all the sampled projects are described. This

organization of the data allows the investigation of questions regarding
e6

the characteristics of staff members for the UB program in general. Within

this framework, estimates of national characteristics of UB staff members

are produced.

The second portion of the descriptive analyses (Chapter 5) concerns

the project. Data are aggregated over the individuals of a given staff

category within a given project to determine global aspects of project

organization without regard to individual staff members.41 For these

analyses, indices of project variables were developed by combining certain

questionnaire items and subitems within the three project staff questionnaires.-51 -

The third portion of the analysis (Chapter 6) examines _perceptions of

the program by the UB participants. Since no CS group data are used, these

4/
Since there was but one director in each project, aggregation was

unnecessary for that staff category. For the counselor and instructor
staff.categories, however, there was potentially more than one set of
responses for a given project (e.g., more than two instructors were sampled
and responded to the PIQ). Where this was the case, an aggregate of coun-
selor and instructor responses to a particular questionnaire-item was com-
puted, and this single response was used as "the response" from that staff
category within that project (see Appendix G for a more detailed discussion
of the aggregation procedures).

5/
The rationale and procedures used in the reduction of several items

or subitems into more general variates are described in Appendix G.

9 7
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analyses concentrate on those portions of questionnaire data that are not

common between the CS and UB group. Such data are typically the impressions

of UB students regarding the UB program or their specific project.

C. Project hy Student Analyses

A final class of analyses focuses on an investigation of relationships

between a set of variables reflecting project structure and function and

the sets of student input and output measures. Results of these analyses

are reported in Chapter 8. Project variables were derived by further

aggregation of questionnaire results over staff categories-6/ or from items

unique to specific staff categories (e.g., level of experience of project

instructors). Student data for a given project were collapsed into a set

of measures aggregated over the students of that project, providing a

single value for each project on each student variable considered. The

aggregate measures were computed from the data items common ":o all UB

students over the various UB instruments (see Appendix G for procedures

used). These aggregate student measures, classified by various project

dimensions were then examined. This class of analysis allows a broad

variety of questions relating to "project effect" to be posed and

investigated.

In the project by student analyses, concern shifts from the national

program effectiveness to differences in project outcomes as associated with

structural and/or functional project differences. This entire class of

analysis evaluates differential program operation. As such, it examines

the relative value of particular approaches to the general UB objectives.

The question of the value of program participation per se is treated in the

student oriented analyses.

D. Other Preliminary Data Examinations

In addition to these three classes of analysis, other routine analyses

were conducted. In orde..,: to provide accurate estimates for the major

analysis classes, the data were frequently adjusted for nonresponse (see

6/
The commonality of items over staff questionnaires, discussed in

subsection VII.D of Chapter 2, allowed such aggregation. Appendix G
gives details of the procedures used in obtaining these aggregates.

9 8
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Appendix F); therefore examinations of both item and instrument nonresponse

were conducted to guide these subsequent adjustments. An examination of

data reliability was also undertaken, and studies were conducted to inves-

tigate possible biases due to self selection in certain analyses that were

restricted to subsets of students. AlI such studies are presented below in

this chapter (Sections III, IV, V, and VI).

-

II. ORGANIZATION OF ANALYSIS: SPECIFIC ANALYSIS QUESTIONS

In general, the organization of data analysis follows the partitioning

sketched in Section I, but within each category of analysis (analysis

class) there are 'further classifications leading to specific sets of

analysis questions, or hypothesis, to be addressed. This approach was

dictated by several constraints on analysis planning. First, both time and

budget constraints prevented an extensive data oriented analysis-71 of the

student data, and, secondly, the nature of much of the data collected by

this design did not facilitate a data oriented analysis. The balance that

has been struck between an hypothesis testing approach and an hypothesis

generating approach is probably a good one for this study. More extensive

"data-snooping" and attempts at empirical scale construction within the

student analyses might have proved fruitful; but in a study where major

emphasis centers about a few key issues, hypothesis testing should be the

major concern.

Given these considerations, the analysis, in general, specified

a priori classifications of variables or research questions. The nature of

these questions and the data sources allowing their investigation pre-

scribed the final determination of analysis organization and schedule.

The outline presented in Table 3.1 details the specific list of

research questions investigated. In addition to the questions, the data

required for an answer and the chapter of the report in which the questions

are addressed are shown in Table 3.1. For simplicity of presentation

7/
A data oriented analysis is one that examines the data without a priori

hypothesis. For example, many factor analytic or multidimensional scaling
studies approach the data to find what is there in terms of data structure
or data relationships.

9 9

3.5



Table 3.1

AN OUTLINE OF ANALYTIC QUESTIONS

Question and Chapter Reference 4/ninal Data Needed and Source-
b/

Moderator Variables.-

I. Questions Concerning Entire Student

Educational status at three points, extent
of CS participation (Master File).

Status in fall 1973, extent of DB partici-
pation (Master File); CPA information for
Grade 9 and current grade (STE),

Status in fall 1973, extent of UB partici-
pation (Master File; course type for Grade
9 and current grade (STE).

Status in fall 1973, extent of UB partici-
pation (Master File); course level for
current grade (STF).

-

Poverty index, Aca-
demic Risk index, Sex,
Race (Master File).

Poverty Index, Aca-
demic Risk Index, Sex,
Race (Master File).

Poverty Index, Ace-
deltic Risk Index, Sex,
Race (Master File).

Poverty Index, Aca-
demic Risk Index, Sex,
Race (!Master File).

Grout,

A. Is educational continuance, includiag
PSE entry for seniors, a !unction of
U3 participation?

(Chapter 7)

3. Is academic CPA change a function of
CB participation?

(Chapter 7)

C. Is course type change (nonacademic--
academic) a function of UB partici-
pation?

(Chapter 7)

D. Is academic course level change
(remedial--general--advanced) a
function of U3 participation

.(Cbapter 7)

II. Questions Concerning Specific Student

Extent of UB participation/ status at
three points La time, HEP9- status
spring 1974 and fall 1974 (Master File).

Extent of UB participation, school status
at three points (Master File), types of
?SE entered (FSQ).

Pove,;ty Index, Aca-
demic Risk Index, Sax,
Race (Master File).

Poverty Index, Aca-
demic Risk Index, Sex,
Race (Master File).

iubgrouns (Not Col.mplecely Questionnaire
Denendent)

.

A. What, if aay, are the effects of GB
participation upon those students who
drop out of high school?

(Chapter 7)

B. Is the-type of PSE entered by high
school graduates a function of SIB
participation?

(Chapter 7)

III. Questions Ruarding Subgroups Defined

Extent of UB participation (Master File);
participation in other programa (Q. 24,25);
parental education and occupation (Q. 17,
18): parental aspirations for student's
education (Q. 32); type of coomunity
(Q. 10); type of study program in Grade 9
(Q. 20).

Extent of UB participation (Master File);
self!-esteen (Q. 28); locus of control
(Q. 29); educational aspiration (Q. 30,36);
occupational aspiration (Q. 34,35).

Extent of UB participation (Master File);
actions regarding PSE (Q. 38,40); types and
number of schools applied to (Q. 41,44);
acceptance to PSE (cl. 42,43); application
for and obtaining of financial aid
(Q. 45,50).

Source from which first heard of US (Q. 51);
activities available, engaged in, and per-
ceived helpfulness (Q. 55); cithers percep-
tion of self (Q. 56); family effecc (Q. 37);
evaluation of components (Q. 59,60.64,55);
benefits (Q. 61); extent of CB participation
(Q. 52).

Sez, Race, Grade (fall
1973), Age, Academic
Risk Index, Poverty
Index (Master File).

Sex, Race, Grada (fall
1973), Age, Academic
Risk Index, Poverty
Index (Master File).

Sex, Race, Grade (fall
1973), Age, Academic
Risk index, Poverty
index (Master File).

None.

by Specific Questionnaire Comnletion

A. BSQ Respondents

1. What are the similarities and dif-
ferences between UB and CS students
ia terms of important background
variables?

(Chapter 7)

2. What are the relationships of CB
participation to: self-esteem and
locus of control, educational and
occupational aspitations?

(Chapter 7)

3. For Ilth and 12th gradars only:
:That are the relationships between
UB participation and PSE plans and
actions taken?

(Chapter 7)

B. BSQ-B Vaspondents (UB only)

How is the US program perceived by
participants?

(Chapter 6)

continued -
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Table 3.1 (continued)

QUestion and Chapter Reference Minimal Data Needed and Source-El
-:

Moderator Variables-- b/

C. Reliability Studies

1. Is the April 1974 school status
reported on BSQ comparable co that
recorded on other instruments?

(Chapter 3)

2. Is school strcus for fall 1973
reported on BSQ comparableto that
previously reported on project
roster (or for CS, by high school
on BSCR)?

(Chapter 3)

3. Ara D/TQ(C) responses to school
status in fall 1973 comaistent with
the PD report of fall 1973 status
on project roster? Are D/TQ(C)
responses co school status in spring
1974 consistent with project staff
responses reflected on the SARP or
the STF?

(Chapter 3)

4. Are D/TQ(3) responses to school
status in fall 1973 consistent with
the status as reported on project
roster (UB only)? Are D/TQ(A. or B)
responses to school status in spring
1974 consistent vitt' school status
as reported on SARF or the STF?

(Chapter 3)

5. Are FSQ(UBB) response to school
status in fall 1973 consistent with
the status as reported on project
roster (DB only)? Ara FSQ(B)
responses to school status in spring
1374 consiaterit with i,eatus as
reported on ;ARP or STp?
. (Chapter 3)

April 1974 school status (BSQ); April 1974
school status (SIP and SARF).

Fall 1973 school status (BSQ); Pall 1973
school status (PRV or RSCR).

School status fall 1973 and spring 1974
(D/TQ(C)); school status fall 1973 (PRV);
school status spring 1974 (SARF); school
status spring 1974 (STF).

Séhool status fall 1973 and spring 1974

(D/TQ(A4B)); school status fall 1973 (1°Ry);
school status spring 1974 (SARF); school
status spring 1974 .(STF),

School status fall 1973 and spring 1974
(FSQ(B)); school status fall 1973 (PRV);
school status spring 1974 (SARF); school
status spring 1974 (STF).

None.

None.

None

None.

None.

IV. Questions Regarding Comparison of Sub-

Age, sex, race, poverty status, grade
level, school status in fall 1973 and
spring 1974 (Master File).

tl participation status; age, sex, race,
poverty status, grade level, school status,
in fall 1973 and spring 1974 (Master File).

Age, sex, race, poverty status, grade
level, school status in fall 1973.and
spring 1974 (Master File).

Response status for FSQ(A) (Master File);
age, sex, race, poverty status, grade

level, school status in fall 1973 or spring
1974 (Master File).

None.

None.

;one.

None.

Groups Defined b7 Specific Questionnaire
Completion (Indicators of Analysis Biases)

A. Are characteristics of BSQ(B) respon-
dents different from absentees who
subsequently respond to 9/14(C)?

(Chapter 3)

B. Ara characteristics pf Bs', respondents
different fram D/TQ(453) respondents?

(Chapter 3)

C. Are characteristics of BSQ or D/TQ
respondents different from those of
ESQ(B) respondents?

(Chapter 3)

D. Are characteristics of BSQ or D/TQ
respondents who do respond to FSQ(A)
different from those.who do not
respond to FSQ(A)?

(Chapter 3)

V. OUescions Concerning Descriptive Char-

Age (21); sex (25); race (3); community
background (5); family background (6,7).

None.

acteristics of UB Project Staff
(Directors, Instructors, Counselors)

A. Project Directorsd/-

1. «hat are the demographic character-
istics of the project directors?

(Chapter 4)

7 continued -
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Table 3.1 (continued)

Question and Chapter Reference Minimal Data Needed and Source- Moderator Variable,-

2. What is the average and range of
experience and training for UB
directors?

(Chapter 4)

3. What are the attitudes of the
project directors on issues that
have impacz on educational inter-
vention programs?

(Chapter 4)

4. How do project directors divide
their time in running a project?

(Chapter 4)

B. Project Instructors-SI

1. What are the demographic character-
istics of the instructors?

(Chapter 4)

2. What is the average and range of
experience and training for UB
instructors?

(Chapter 4)

3. What are the attitudes of the
iastructors with respect to issues
that impact on educational inter-
vention programs?

(Chapter 4)

4. Now is the time of the instructors
broken down and how much time is
devoted to teaching?

(Chapter 4)

C. Project Counselorsf/-

1. What are the demographic character-
istics of UB counselors?

(Chapter 4)

2. What is the average and range of
experience and training of UB
counselors?

(Chapter 4)

3. What are the counselor attitudes
with respect to issues that impact
on educational intervention
programs?

(Chapter 4)

4. Hoy is the counselor's time spent
in a UB project?

(Chapter 4)

Experience with disadvantaged students
(18,1C); degree level (8); current enroll-
ment (10); special training (11A,118).

Philosophy of educatioa (23); attitudes
toward students (24).

Breakdown of time spent (18).

Age (1); sex (2); race (3); community
background (5); family background (6,7).

Training (8,10,11,12,23A); experience (13,
14A,15).

Philosophy of education (29); attitudes
toward students (35); importance of what
they teach (30).

Time breakdown (26); part-time/full-time
(16A,16B); other employment (17); number
of classes taught (208); techaiques used
(28).

Age (1); sex (2); race (3); community
background (5); family background (6,7).

Degree level (8) current enrollment (10);
special training (11A,113); counseling
training (12,13,14,15A,16).

Philosophy of education (30); attitudes
toward students (34).

Full-time/part-time (17); time breakdown
(23); guidance breakdown (24); work load
(25); length of counseling sessions (26);
number of sessions/students (27)-

None.

None.

None.

None.

None.

None.

None.

None.

None.

None.

None.

71. Descriptive Questions Concerning Proiects

Age of projects (PDQ 1A); average monthly
enrollment (PDQ 41B); project emphasis
(PDQ 17,22; PCQ 20; PIQ 25).

Project Costs (PDQ 38, 40, 41); project
staffing (PDQ 19, 20) 39.

Project sponsorship (PDQ 12A,13,14,26);
Relations with high schools and PSE groups
(PDQ 31; PCQ 33; PIQ 39A); committee
structures (PDQ 24,25,27).

None.

None.

None.

A. What are the demographic character-
istics of the project?

(Chapter 5)

B. What are the costs and staffing
patterns of projects?

(Chapter 5)

C. How do the projects differ in their
sponsors, their kind of sponsorship,
and their committee structure?

(Chapter 5)

- continued -
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(rather than theoretical demands), the analysis questions have been outlined

according to the sources of data required (see Chapter 2, Section VII).

Question-grouping I contains questions concerning the entire student

sample (Upward Bound and Comparison Students), drawing upon the Student

Master File.
.8./

Grouping II contains questions regarding specific student

subgroups, for which data is obtainable from various student questionnaires.

Grouping III contains questions dealing with student subgroups defined by

their completion of specific student questionnaires. Grouping IV contains

questions involving the comparison of different student subgroups, defined

by different student questionnaires. Grouping V contains questions concern-

ing characteristics of Upward Bound project staff, as defined by specific

staff questionnaires. Grouping VI contains questions regarding projects,

as defined by data obtained from various staff questionnaires. Finally,

Grouping VII contains questions concerning the relations of project charac-

teristics to student outcomes, drawing upon various staff and student

questionnaires.

III. INSTRUMENT RETURN RATES AND DATA QUALITY

Analysis plans for this study were formulated with the expectation

that data for all individuals in the sample would not be available due to

instrument (questionnaire) and item nonresponse. The extent of question-

naire nonresponse can, of course, influence the validity of results,

since self selection, in the form of questionnaire return, may produce data

for a very biased subset of the sample. Within the subset of eligible

sample members returning questionnaires, omission of items, failure to

follow instructions, and logical inconsistencies in item responses provide

additional sources of data deterioration which may affect the results

obtained. In an attempt to resolve some of the problems of missing data,

imputation procedures were implemented,2/ and while the het Rain from such

procedures should be positive, it is possible that imputations introduce

8/
See Sections VII and VIII of Chapter 2 and Appendix E for discussion

of the common varibles available to all students.

9/
See Chapter 2, subsection V:IL3, and Appendix E for discussion of

imputation procedures.
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some error into the data for some individuals. An pxamination of these

various sources of potential error is the subject Of this section.

A. Student Sample Size

The student sample sizes employed in this study are given in Table

3.2 by project and by feeder school-10/- within project. The table provides

both "original" and "corrected" sample sizes. The original sample size is

the number selected by RTI on the basis of information provided by the

projects (on the PRV) or the feeder high schools (on the BSCR). Nhen field

administration of questionnaires commenced, certain discrepancies in the

original sampling rosters were noted, and corrections were made, yielding

the corrected figures. The UB sample, as originally drawn, numbered

3747. A total of 83 students were deleted -F.rom the original sample roster

because they had been misclassified as to project membership on the PRV.-11/

A total of 46 students were added because they had been incorrectly omitted

from the PRV yielding a final total of 3710 UB students in the sample.12/--
The original CS sample totalled 2401. From this tota3, 61 students

were deleted because they were identified as Upward Bound participants,13/--

or because they were found to be special education or homebound students.

10/
Recall that a feeder school has been defined basically as a high

school sending students to an Upward Bound Project (Section IV.A of
Chapter 2).

11/
Misclassifications included duplicate roster entries and inclusion

of names of students no 1.onier in the program at the stipulated time period
(fall 1973). Only a small proportion of this number resuleed from errors
by project staff in completing the PRV. The bulk of errors resulted from:
(a) use of uncorrected rosters provided by USOE for those projects not re-
sponding with a corrected roster, and (b) data entry errors at RTI creating
duplicate listings.

12/
These errors of omIssion resulted in more or less equal numbers from

errors made by project staff in completing the PRV and from use of uncor-
rected rosters for projects not returning the PRV.

13/
- Although high school staff members were asked to exclude from sampling
lists those students who had participated in UB, this type of error was
anticipated. It was unreasonable to expect that all high school staff mem-
bers would be aware of the UB membership status of every student in school.
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Hence, the final CS sample was 2340. From Table 3.2, it can be seen that
with the exception of project number 4, in which a large number of students
were deleted from the original roster due to an data-entry error creating

duplicate roster listings, there are no marked differences among projects

or feeder schools in numbers deleted or added to the original roster.

B. Instrument Return Rates

Return rates for the various questionnaires as well as properties of

the distribution of return rate by project are reported in Table 3.3. The
properties of the return rate distribution which are presented are the

minimum, the first quartile (Q1), the second quartile (Q2), the third

quartile (Q3), and the maximum:14/ All instrument return rates were
,determined on the basis of "eligiblei-15/ respondents. Because of the

complex questionnaire administration--overlapping populations, subsampling,

differences in time of administration, and differences in mode of administra-
tion--differing return rates were expected, and thus comparison of return
rates across instruments provides little useful information. Followup

instruments (such as D/TQ(C) and Form B of the FSQ), mailed to students who
had previously not responded, were expected to yield low return rates. The
decision to subsample in the telephone followup instruments deflated the
FSQ telephone administration return rates (i.e., not all eligibles wes:e

subsampled for administration, but among those who were sampled, the response
rate was greater than 95 percent). The return rate for the STF is

14/
Ql is the point in a distribution above which 75 percent of the cases

fall and below which 25 percent of the cases fail. Q2 (the median) is the
point in a distribution above which and below which fall 50 percent of the
cases. Q3 is the point in a distribution above which 25 percent of the
cases fall and below which 75 percent of the cases fall.

15/
Not all sampled students were eligible for administration of all stu-

dent instruments (see Chapter 2, Figure 2.5). For example, only those
students still in the UB project at the time of administration were eligible
for the BSQ(B). And only those no longer with the project were eligible for
the D/TQ(B). The use of such eligibility requirements provides a more
realistic picture of response rates.
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Table 3.3

INSTROMMT RETURN RATES

Instrument
Number
Elicible

Percent
Retun
For All
Eligibles

a/
Distribution of ?ercent Return by Proiecc-

Midiaum QL 02 Q3 Maximum

PDQ

PIQ

PCQ

b/STEW-
cSTEM/-

D/TQ(A)-
b/

cD/TQW/
c/

b/
3SQ(A)--

cBSQ(3)/--

c
FSQ(UBA)/
(mail) -

c
FSQ(UBB)

/-
(mail)

c
FSQ(UBA)/
(telephoae)

c
ESQ(UBB)

/-
(telephone)

ESQ(CSA)
b1-

(mail)

ESQ(CSB)
b/

(mail)

FSQ(CSA)-
b/

(telephone)

FSQ(CSB)k'
(te1ephone)

54

211

104

2340

3710

258

373

573

2082

3337

3179

531

1183

414

1838

502

767

424

88.9%

72.9

80,8

99.1

100.0

25.6

37.8

47.8

85.1

82.8

62.8

22.0

38.6

97.8

58.3

15.5

38.3

90.6

--

25.0Z

0.0

50.0

100.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

26:2

46.4

40.3

0.0

0.0

50.0

39.5

0.0

16.7

0.0

--

50.0%

50.0

100.0

100.0

0.0

25.0

32.3

82.7

79.5

54.7

8.6

31.6

100.0

52.9

4.7

30.8

100.0

--

77.5%

100.0

100.0

100.0

29.7

47.3

50.0

90.4

85.6

59.5

21.4

38.9

160.0

53.3

15.8

36.6

100.0

--

100.0%

100.0

100.0

100.0

50.0

100.0

67.9

95.0

91.4

71.2

29.4

46.2

100.0

67.5

25.0

47.5

100.0

--

100.0%

100.0

100.0

100.0

100.0

100.0

100.0

100.0

98.7

86.4

100.0

56.3

100.0

81.1

50.0

72.7

100.0

a/- The distribution of return rate for specific instruments aver projects is not
based consistently on 54 projects, since not all projects would aecessarily have
eligible staff or students for some idstruments. The least number of projects on
which the distribution is based is 43 for the D/TQ(B).

b/

c/
CS group instrument.

UB group instrument.
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artificially inflated in that some information (minimally the student's

name) was available for all sampled individuals, and thus the form was

completed and returned in virtually all cases.

Return rates for UB project staff questionnaires were generally

acceptable. The lowest return rate (72.9 percent) was realized for project

instructors. Complete--
16/

staff data were avail ' Fnr Ily 18 projects

(one-third of the projects sampled), altho. Iects data were

available for the project director and at u p eit of the counse-

lors and instructors who were sampled. For tile project by student analyses

this nonresponse of project staff compounds the loss of student data.

Indeterminate or missing project staff information preempted effective use
1of the aggregate student data for that project. Weighting adjustments7-- /

for loss of project staff data in the project-based analysis presented in

Chapter 4 provided an alternate treatment of the problem of staff nonresponse.

Student questionnaire return rates were also generally acceptable.

Low return rates were experienced for D/TQ Forms A and B, but these were

questionnaires mailed (without extensive followup) to those sample members

who had left school or project and who were, as a result, difficult to

locate and probably less motivated to respond. A low return rate was also

experienced for the D/TQ(C), which was a mail follawup instrument for UB

participants failing to-attend the BSQ(B) group administrations. The group

toward which this questionnaire was directed had already demonstrated a low

propensity to respond. The return rates to the mailed FSQ forms was about

as expected (approximately 60 percent for previous respondents and about 20

percent for previous nonrespondents). Response to telephone followup for

the FSQ were high, as expected. As noted previously, the return rate for

the telephone followup for Form A reflects primarily the subsampling (only

40 percent for both CS and UB groups) and response rates among those sampled

is actually closer to 95 percent. Total return rates for the FSQ forms,

irrespective of mode of administration, may be obtained from the entries in

16/
All sampled staff members responding.

17/
See Appendix F for techniques used in adjustment of sampling weights

to compensate for nonresponse.
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Table 3.3. Consider, for example, the case of the FSQ(UBA). .From Table

3.3, it can be seen that 62.8 percent responded to the mail survey and that

among the nonrespondents (37.2 percent) an additional 38.6 percent were

contacted by telephone. The return rate for the FSQ(UBA) is therefore

100(.628 + (.386)(.372)) = 77.2%. Return rates for other FSQ forms are:

FSQ(UBB), 98.3 percent; FSQ(CSA), 74.2 percent; FSQ(CSB), 92.1 percent.

Differences in return between UB and CS were, in general, small as

seen in Table 3.3. Although not directly obv1 Is fr, m°11e 3.3, complete

student nonresponse (no available questionnaire data) 4as extremely low,

only 0.2 percent for UB and 1.7 percent for CS. in other words, some

questionnaire data were available for 99.8 percent of all UB students

sampled and 98.3 percent of all CS students sampled. Considering only the

fall 1974 data, no information was available for 19.8 percent of UB students

and 21.9 percent of control students.

There is, as seen in Table 3.3, considerable variation over projects

in return rates of student questionnaires. Minimum and maximum project

response rates differ by at least 42 percent (FSQ(CSA)-mail) and at most

100 percent (FSQ(UBB)-mail). A more stable estimate of variation in

project response rates can be obtained by the difference in the third and

first quartiles of the response rate distributions. Using this index,

greatest variability among projects is shown for the D/TQ, and the next

greatest variation is for the mailed forms of the FSQ. The lowoverall

return rate for the D/TQ and the differential return rate over projects

suggests that analysis of these data could easily lead to spurious results,

and for this reason, no analysis is based exclusively on D/TQ data.

C. Quality of Item Response (Questionnaire Data)

While response rates to the instruments define the upper limit of data

availability, they do not by themselves give an accurate picture of the

amount of indeterminate data for specific items of information within the

questionnaires, nor do they indicate the quality of the data that has been

made available. Substantial amounts of indeterminate data for a given item

(or set of items), especially if it is differential with respect to impor-

tant subgroups of respondents, would indicate a low degree of usefulness of

the data for analyses, and possible bias in results.

110
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The particular characteristic of data quality examined in this sub-

section are: (1) item nonresponse; (2) logical respc=e inconsistencies;

(3) inconsistent responses within routing patterns; and (4) out of range

and multiple response. Also considered as an index of data quality for

analysis purposes is the extent to which data were imputed. Since data

imputations were performed by reason of nonresponse or multiple response,

imputations did, in fact, represent questionable original data. To the

extent that the imputations performed were logically and/or stochastically

correct, the initial quality of the d has been improved.

The quality of questionnaire ',L- .orted in two tables, reflecting

the two ways of examining the data 1 respondents and items. Table

3.4 gives information as to quality of data by items for each questionnaire

examined. The entries for this table were determined by computing, for

each item of a given questionnaire, the proportion of respondents exhibiting

each of the five categories of questionable data quality. The resultant

proportions define five frequency distributions (five proportions for each

item) of item statistics within a given instrument. The minima (MIN),

maxima (MAX), and quartiles (Q1, Q2, Q3) of these distributions are reported

in Table 3.4. Consider, for example, the entries in Table 3.4 for nonre-

sponse to the D/TQ(C). The tabled entries indicate that there was at least

one of the 52 items for which there was complete response (minimum nonre-

sponse of 0.0 percent). For one-fourth of the items (13 of the 52 items)

nonresponse was 1.8 percent (5 of the 274 respondents) or less. For half

of the items, nonresponse was 3.3 percent or less, and for only one-fourth

of the items was nonresponse 10.2 percent or grea.ter. The maximum nonre-

sponse to any item was 16.8 percent.

Table 3.5 provides an examination of the same aspects of data quality

of each questionnaire with the focus shifted to the individual. For each

respondent, the proportion of questionnaire items exhibiting each of the

five categories of questionable data quality was computed. The extremes

and quartiles of these five frequency distributions of respondent statis-

tics are the entries of Table 3.5. Considering again the entries for

nonresponse to the D/TQ(C), the tabled entries are now interpreted quite

3.17
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differently. More than half of the 274 respondents responded to all 52

items of the questionnaire, and three-fourths of the respondents exhibited

nonresponse of no more than 3.8 percent (2 of 52) of the items. The maximum

individual nonresponse to items was 55.8 percent (29 of the 52 items).

As an aid in summarizing the data in Tables 3.4 and 3.5, the value of

Q2 may be used as a representative value of the particular data problem for

a given instrument and the difference between Q3 and Q1 may be used as a

measure of variability. It should be pointed out, however, that certain

categoriesrpf questionable data are restricted to limited subsets of

items. Specifically, imputations are limited to the subset of items for

which imputations were possible; skip pattern errors are limited to items

within routing patterns; and logical inconsistencies are limited to those

items which may generate inconsistent responses. The effect of these

- limitations is that of limiting the percent of total items for which such

data problems can be observed. This serves to produce some artifactual

results in terms of: (1) limiting, from above, the tabled entries for

these categories in Table 3.5, and (2) generating a positive skew for the

distribution over items of the percentages reported in Tables3.4. Since

the limitations are.somewhat different for each instrument, comparison of

these categories over instruments may be misleading.

From the values of Q2 in Table 3.4, it can be seen that skip pattern

error and nonresponse represent the largest data problems and that such

data problems were greatest for the D/TQ instruments. Median proportions

of imputations, indeterminate data (multiple answers and out of range

responses), and logical inconsistencies were very low for all question-

naires. It can further be observed from the results presented in Table 3.4

that some itens generated more data problems than others within particular

categories. This may be observed from comparison of the Ql and Q3 values

(or more dramatically by comparison of the minimum and maximum values).

Previously specified artifactual differences are likely present for three

of the data quality categories. For item nonresponse, however, such com-

parisons are meaningful. The most variable item nonresponse is observed

for the staff questionnaires and for the D/TQ instruments. For some staff

instruments nonresponse to specific items took the full range from 0 percent
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for some items to 100 percent for others. From Table 3.4 it is obvious

that some questionnaire items had sufficiently questionable quality to

exclude them from any analysis.

Table 3.5 indicates data quality of thE individual respondent ques-

tionnaires. Examining the quartiles, the table indicates reasonably good

data with the exception of the staff questionnaires for which over half the

questionnaires returned were 17 percent or more incomplete. There was

individual variation in the quality of returned questionnaires, as would be

expected. This can be observed in Table 3.5 by comparison of Q3 and Q1 (or

maxima and minima) for a particular questionnaire and data quality category.

Some individuals exhibited considerable difficulty with skip patterns (see

maximum value), especially with the D/TQ and FSQ instruments (both of which

contained an extremely complex routing pattern). For each questionnaire

there were individuals who failed to respond to a large proportion of the

items.

In summary, the picture_of data quality presented in Tables 3.4 and

3.5 is not such as to present serious problems for analysis. The proportion

of individuals with large amounts of questionable data is reasonably small

and the greatest problems of data quality seem to lie in a few specific

items. Omitting such items restricts analysis to those items for which

data quality is within reasonable limits.
1B/

D. Quality of Data (Other Instruments)

Data from sources other than questionnaires (PRV, SARF, STF, and RSCR)

were theoretically available on all students (except in the case of school

or project refusals), and plans called for considerable use of such infor-

mation, particularly where respondent-supplied information was missing. In

actuality, some items of information were not available for all students.

Unavailability, due to difficulties in record keeping at some UB projects

or limited access to high school records (some high schools refused to

divulge any student transcript information), led to gaps in STF infor=ation.
;Procedures to expedite return of PRV forms, in order to allow timely

18/
In subsequent chiagters, analyses which are restricted due to data

quality of particular Items will be specified.
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sampling of students, led to incomplete PRV information from some projects..

Similar procedures to expedite return of HSCR forms, coupled with inability

or refusal on the part of high school teachers to provide all requested

information, led to incomplete data for that form. Finally, individual

differences in the conscientiousness of the Survey Administrators in docu-

menting the SARF led to differentially informative SARY information.

The use of data items from these other instruments did, however, serve

to augment the student-supplied questionnaire responses in analyses.

Complete data availability for all students, even with the info,- .f

from these other forms, was neither expected nor realized. These other

f=m6 did provide, besides the additional information, a natural vehicle

far reliability studies which are considered in sections IV and V below.

IV. REDUCTION OF STUDENT DATA FOR ANALYSIS AND

FURTHER LOSS OF siuuENT DATA

As specified previously, only a subset of data elements were available

for the entire student group due to the nature of data collection opera-

tions. This section presents a brief _summary of the operations performed

and discrepancies encountered in reducing questionnaire data to this common

set of data elernents.121 After resolution of the common data elements, the

resultant data were examined for possible_misclassification of students in

respect to the defined sampling frame.

A. Creation of Student Master File and Inter-Instrument Inconsistencies

The file containing the common variables for all students was desig-

nated as the student Master File. This file contained 22 measures on each

student, obtained from several sources of student data. The elements of

the file were: (1) sex; (2) race; (3) age; (4) poverty status index; (5)

extent of UB participation; (6) academic risk index; (7) through (9) high

19/
Tor a more detailed account of this procedure, see Appendix E.
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school (HS) enrollment status at each of three points in time, fall 1973,

spring 1974, and fall 1974; (10) through (12) HS grade level at the same

three points in time; (13) through (15) highest grade completed at the same

three points in time; (16) through (18) postsecondary. education (PSE)

status at the same three points in time; (19) through (20) HS equivale2c---

program (HEP) status at each of two points in time,. Fr-ing 1974 and fai

1974; and (21) through (22) work status in spring 19/4 and fall 1974.

fil was created by abstracting the appropriate information from

each of the individual student questionnaire files and then obtzaining the
,particular Master File data item from the "most valid' 20'

source available.

The large mmmber of student instruments was valuable in many cm=os, in that

data missing from questionnaire responses could be supplemented,:from other

instrumP-,ts. On the other hand, the presence of replicate infaxmation

created=te possibility of inter-instrument (inter-source) disagreement and

thus an===consistency of the data element. Specific attention is directed .

to theseiscrepancies in Section V below; however, due to the importance

of the Master File in subsequent analyses of student outcomes, the overall

quality =f these data is presented here. The specific data problems present

in the Master File, after extensive editing and imputation, are given in

Table 3.6. Discounting the fact that data were not available during fall

1974 for those not selected for telephone follow-up and the artifactually

inflated values noted in Table 3.6, the quality of the Master File data is

well within acceptable limits.

B. Further Loss of Student Data

On examining the edited Master File, certain responses were

uncovered which indicated inappropriate classification of students within

the orlginal sampling frame (some misclassification cases had already been

determined at the time of BSQ administration--see subsection III.A of this

20/
Scurce of information could have been student, UB staff member, HS

staff member, parent, spouse, friend, etc.; and information could have
been obtained by group questionnaire administration, mail, or telephone,
These factors were considered in determining "most valid" source--see
Appendix E for specifications.
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Table 3,6

EXTLNT OF UNAVAILABLE AND INCONSISTENT DATA IN STUDENT MASTER FILE

Master File
Variable

pasALguallty_Classifization-

Only Inconsistent

Data Availableb/-

a/

Ilable Data
-h Inter-

aent
c/,.tf;iscencies-

Sex

Race

Age

Poverty Status

Extent of UB Participation

Academic Risk Status

H. S. Enrollment (Fall 73)

H. S. Earlllment (Spring 74)

H. S. Enrollment (Fall 74)
eH. S. Grade Level (Fall 73)-/.

e
H. S. Grade Level (Spring 74)/ -

a
H. S. Grade Level (Fall 74)/ -

Highest Grade Completed (Fall 73)

Highest Grade Completed (Spring., 74)

Highest Grade Ccm0.eced (Fall 74)

PSE Status (Fall 731

PSE Status (Spring 74)

PSE Status (Fall 74)

HEP.Status (Spring 74)

HEP Status (Fall 74)

Work Status (Spring 74)

Work Status (Fall 74)

0.7%

2.3

2.7

9.7

5.2

1.1

0.0

1.0

d/
25.2-

0.2

5.7

60.7d/-
0.1

0.3

d/

1.0

d/
21.1-

4.0

28.4/
f/

78.4-
d

26.4-
/

0.0%

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.6

0.1

0.7

1.5

1.3

0.0

1.1

1.2

2.1

0.0

0.1

0.1

0.2

0.2

0.1

0.0

0.0%

0.8

0.1

0.1

3.7

0.1

0.1

0.6

0.1

0.7

0.7
0.0
0.7
0.3

0.1

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.1

0.1

0.1

0.0

Aj Percentages given are based on 6,350 students afteFedicing and imputation.

b/
Data were available from one or more sources, buc all these available dace had been

previously determined as inconsistent within the particular source instruments.

Si Data were available from more than one source, and while che data were
caasistenc within instruments Csources1 they were inconsistent amonFi instruments.

-1/ Missing data percentages for the fall 1974 time point are high due to the
fact that suhsampling for follow-up fall 1974 data collection activities excluded
about one-fif.th of the sample.

e/- Hissing data percentages are inflated due to the fact Cant H. S. grade level
was indeterclmace for students no limnger in high school.

f/- The missing data pew.entage at this time point is inflated due the fact that
questions related to work were not posed on the BSQ. Thus, for BSQ respondents
(a large portion of the total group), no data are available relating to this
variable at this time point.
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chapter). There were three categories of misclassification noted: (1)

those students classified as UB participants who stated nonmembership (or

nonpartf.cipation) in UB at the time point defined by the sampling frame

(fall 1973); (2) those students classified as in the CS group in fall 1973

who subsequently reported UB participation; and (3) those students (both UB

and CS) who reported they were either out of high school (graduated or

otherwise) or at ina7ppropriate grade levels (grade 9 or less) in fall 1973,

as.required by the sampling frame.

There were many members of the UB group who reported dates of first

and/or last participation in UB that conflicted with their classification

as being in the project during September or October 1973 (the time point

specified for the sampling frame). Allowing a response error of two months

as "within reason," 229 such conflicts still remain. Specifically, 36

students reported first participating in UB during or after January 1974,

160 students reported last participation in UB during or before June 1973,

and 33 students stated they were not in any UB project during fall 1973--

yet all of these students had been specified by project staff (either

implicitly or explicitly) as project members during September or October of

1973. A total of 173 students in the CS group stated that they had partici-

pated in 'a. This type of misclassification had been expected considering

(1) that the CS student group was selected from high schools in which UB

recruited, and (2) that oversampling of poverty level students who were

academic risks was performed. These students were identified through their

response to a questian regarding UB participation on the BSQ(A) or on the

FSQ which were designed to discover this form of misclassification. Finally,

36 students were identified to be in a grade level less than ten during the

fall of 1975, and four students not in school at all during this period.

For analysis purposes, these students were not considered and the total

student sample size was reduced to a total of 5,608.

V. DATA RELIABILITY

Previous examinazion of item quality within each individual question-

naire (Section III) ani within the Master File (Section IV) may serve as an
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indication of the internal consistency of responses and reliability of the

data; however, due to the number of various instruments, studies of the

reliability of certain key items were possible. Specifically examined was

the consistency of student questionnaire data when compared to data col-

lected from a source other than the student.21/ Tables 3.7 and 3.8 provide

reliability information in the form of proportion of agreement between

student reports and project or school reports.-22/

While proportion of agreement between two sources of data is a rela-

tively crude index of reliability which does not take into account baseline

response rates for the various categories of response, it is considered to

be useful for the categorical data considered here. Only- cases with deter-

minate data (not previously found to be inconsistent or otherwise indeter-

minate) for both data sources were used in determining percent agreements.

The percent agreements between UB student responses to questionnaire items

and the responses of project personnel (or data of record collected from

project files), as reported on other instruments, are given in Table 3.7

for selected variables common to both instruments. Analogous percent

agreements between CS student responses and high school staff responses (or

data of record from high school files) are given in Table 3.8. Also reported

in Tables 3.7 and 3.8 are maximum numbers of students on which a given

reliability index could have been computed (i.e., numbers of students

eligible for completion of the various student questionnaires) and the

number of cases on which the reported reliabilility index was actually

based (i.e., numbers of students with determinate data available from both

sources). The difference in these two numbers gives the number of students

for whom one or both of the data sources were indeterminate.

21/
These analyses were produced routinely during the preparation of the

Master File, described in the previous section.

22/
For the UB group, information concerning a particular student was

supplied directly or indirectly by the project staff as reflected on the
PRV, STF, or SARF. For the CS group, this information was provided by
the high school staff as reflected on the HSCR, STF, or SARF.
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The pattern of response agreement as shown in Tables 3.7 and 3.8 is

quite similar for both the UB and CS groups. Specifically, agreement as to

high school enrollment status is greater for the fall 1973 reference point

than for the spring 1974 reference point, while agreement as to high school

grade level is greater for the spring 1974 reference point than the fall

1973 reference point. Moreover, agreement for the BSQ eligible groups (and

the D/TQ(C) eligibles within the UB group) is, in general, higher than for

those not eligible for the BSQ (D/TQ(A or B) eligibles) or for those students

who responded to none of the spring 1914 instruments or followups.

No attempt will be made to explain the observed patterns of response

agreement due to the fact that for some instruments the number of cases on

which the proportions are based is small in both an absolute sense and/or

relative to the number of eligibles. It should be pointed out, however,

that the reliability indices could be artifactual in some respects: namely,

(a) data were collected at different points in time and in some cases were

retrospective, (b) the base response for fall 1973 high school enrollment
-

status was extremely high for the category "in high school" (for the CS

group this was 100 percent by definition), and (c) high school grade level

was indeterminate for students classified as out of high school so that

disagreement as to enrollment status precluded comparison of grade level

(since at least one of the data source variables would then be indeterminate).

In all, the actual rates of agreement are not too discouraging.

Considering those comparisons for which a substantial proportion of eligible

student data could be used in determining source consistency, proportion of

agreement rarely drops below .8. But even an agreement rate of better than

.9 would cast some doubt on the reliability of the data when one considers

that the variables being compared here are reports of relatively concrete

simple states of nature. This would suggest that reliability of more

subjective data,would be considerably lower.

Given an empirical lack of perfect agreement,,the reasons for this

lack of agreement between students, on the one hand, and projects and

schools, on the other, is a matter of speculation. Possible explanations

could range from data entry (coding and keypunch) error to deliberate

falsification of responses. Regardless of the reason, the inconsistencies
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observed should be sufficient to warn the reader of possible errors in

subsequent analyses. Although data with observed inconsistencies were not

used in subsequent analyses, not all analysis variables could be compared

across sources due to lack of commonality in the various instruments. For

those variables not amenable to inconsistency checks, there is no reason to

suspect that reliability would be greater than that reported here.

Some insight may also be gained into the reliability and validity of

the data collected in respect to UB staff questionnaires. During some site

visitations, staff responses to certain questionnaire items were examined

in facetoface interviews with the responding staff members. While no

statistical evidence is presented, it was reported in many instances that

questionnaire responses did not agree with reality. Particularly suspect

were the responses to fiscal questions which formed part of the data base

for the cost analysis (see Chapter 5).

VI. DIFFERENCES BETWEEN RESPONDENT SUBGROUPS

As specified in Chapter 2, student subgroups, defined by response to

different instruments, provide a large number of data sets, the elements of

which differ, sometimes markedly. Further, as indicated in Section I of

this chapter, certain analysis questions can be addressed only by an exami

nation of one of these exclusive data sets (e.g., many of the analysis

questions are directed to data obtained exclusively from respondents to the

BSQ). Analyses were therefore conducted to provide the reader with some

insight into possible biaf3 in subsequent subgroup analyses. Such biases

could be brought about by the high likelihood that subgroups, defined by

completion of particular student questionnaires, are not representative of

the entire UB or CS population.

This section presents the results of the analyses of respondent subgroup

differences. This set of analyses was conducted using a subset of the Master

File variables (described in Section IV of this chapter) and using sampling
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weights. That is, each student's responses were weighted by the inverse of

the probability of selecting that student. Such a procedure produces

unbiased estimates23/-- of subpopulation values when sampling units have

unequal probabilities of selaction. Also, for this set of analyses, stand-
24/

ard errors-- were computed and are presented.

A. Comparison of Respondents and Nonrespondents in the BSQ Eligible

Subgroup

The first difference examined is that between UB students responding

to the various administrations of the BSC, and those who were eligible for

BSQ administration but who only responded to the short followup instrument,

the D/TQ(C). Theoretically, the latter group should have been in the BSQ

data base, but for various reasons did not participate in any of the ini-

tial or makeup administrations of the BSQ. Any differences found between

these groups should reflect the direction and magnitude of differences

between respondents and nonrespondents in the BSQ eligible group. The

result of the comparison is given in Table 3.9. As seen from Table 3.9,

there are few statistically significanv--25/ differences between the two

subgroups. The variables yielding significant differences are age and

extent of UB participation. Since the percentage of indeterminate response

to extent of UB participation is also significantly different, other

differences for this variable are difficult to evaluate; however, there is

23/
The term unbiased is used here in a statistical sense. An unbiased

estimate of some population value (parameter) is defined as one obtained
from an estimator with expected value equal to the parameter value. Since
only a sample from the population is used to estimate the population value,
the value of the estimate will vary from one sample to another. If the
mean value of the estimates obtainable from all possible samples is the
same as the population value being estimated, then the estimate is unbiased.

24/
The standard error of an estimate (or differences between estimates)

is a measure of the extent to which the estimate (or difference) would
fluctuate between different samples. More precisely, the standard error
of an estimate is the estimated standard deviation of the sampling distri-
bution of the estimator used.

25/
Statistical significance is defined here as differences greater than

two standard errors of difference. Such differences would occur less
than 5 times in 100 by chance sampling error if, in fact, there was
no true difference.
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Table 3.9

DIFEaREUCES BETWEEN BSQ(B) RESPONDENTS AND
D/TIti(C) RESPONDENTS ON SELECTED VARIABLES

1 Laes.;p.cmse

iable 1:.;11;.e_E-Fty

a/centa- 3=andar
Error af

Dlifference

'-

11c-H.B)_..., D/TQ(C)

1 :-..-an Ageb/Ag-
c/

1erminate-
...r.:. : Yrs.

'.3%
117.3 Yrs. 0.1 Yrs,
1.5% 0.8%

. Sex -:-±-,1e

TI-r-terminate-

.41.8

56.2
0.0

40.6 4.2
59,4 4.2
0:0

Race /12.L.,:::k

7iiibte

C.er
/c

I=eterminate-

64.6
__-__6.6

-_8.0

0.8

57.1
21.0
19.7
2.2

4.2
2-0

Poverty Po-Jerty Level
Non Poverty Lyel
Indeterminate-I

65.8
22:4
11.8

64.1
22.6
13.4-

3.5
d/

it's

Grade Level
Fall 1973

10th Grade
llth Grade
12th Grade

c/
Indeterminate-

14.6
40.0
44.2
1.1

11.5

37.6
47.3
3.6

2.0
4.2
4.6
1.6

Grade Level
Spring 1974

10th Grade
llth Grade
12th Grade

/c
Indeterminate-

12.7
39.8
45.0
2.5

8.3

37.4
48.0
-6:3

2.5
3.8
4.7
1.6

H.S. Enrollment
Spring 1974

In High School
Graduated from
High School

Out of H.S.,
Not Graduated

c/
Indeterminate-

98.2

0.3

0.9
0.6

96.3

0.0

1.4
2.3

1.2

d/

d/

1.0

Extent of
Upward Bound
Participation

Less than'l Year
1-2 Years
2 or More Years

c/
Indetertinate-

50.0
27.0
13.2
9.8

51.3
13.2
5.8-

29.7

3;9
3.3
2.0
4.0

a/
Mean age is given in years, all other entries are percentages. All

values were computed using weighted data adjusted for instrument nonresponse.

b/

c/

Based on determinate responses only.

Indeterminate responses represents item nonresponse, inconsistent and
multiple responses.

d/
Standard errors were not computed for absolute differences less than 1%.
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an indicati= that the BSC? re17,-- group me:71)e a biased reesentation

of the BSQ eligible group i lh tL are younger and have participated in

UB for a longer pericd of tar

B. Comparison of the BSC L=..fagroup and the Subgronn BSQ

Ineligibles

Another possible compari,o- cuIrs the difference betwee:_ BSQ

respondents and those studentLs 111.E..,riginal sample who were nc longer at

the same project or school at-t e ±i af BSQ admtwolistration (anC. thus not

eligible for BSQ administrati= latter subgroup was the D/TQ (Forms

A and B) eligible subgroup._ -71ti. ghte:"riL le recalled, however, ir_interpreting

the result of this analysis t cual comparison made was that between

the D/TQ (Forms A and B) respc a.=-_3anz BSQ respondents and that response

rates for these D/TQ forms were ext;rlely low. Thus, the D/TQ respondents

were not necessarily represent :iv c the entire D/TQ eligible group.

Further, it has been shown pre aus_, zhat within the UB group the BSQ

respondent group was not cample ell -7:apresentative of the BSQ eligible

group.

Table 3.10 presents the restl.=:ts cf thse comparisons for both the UB

group and the CS group. There a==,.? numerous statistically significant

differences between the two respcnient subgroups within both the CS and UB

groups. As expected, the D/TQ cmdents differed from the BSQ respondents

(for both UB and CS) in terms of High sahool enrollment status in spring

1974. The D/TQ respondent subgrouum Fnc-wed prarortionally greater numbers

who had dropped out of school (thtl would still hold even if all

indeterminate responses in the Bac ---.1andent smbgroup were assumed to be

dropouts and all indeterminate ras.pansas in the D/TQ respondent subgroup

were assumed to be still in high school). Further, the D/TQ respondent

subgroup (both UB and CS) was significantly older than the BSQ respondent

subgroup (which could easily be related to the fact that there were greater

numbers of high school dropouts).

All other variables showing -. significant differences between the respon-

dent subgroups within the CS group -were attenuated by differing proportions

of.indeterminate responses. Fo ie UB group, other statistically signifi-

cant differences between the twc res-pondent subgroups were also observed.
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Table 3.10

DIFFERENCES 17-WEL1 BSQ RESPONDMS AND D/TQ RESPONDETIS ON SELECTED VARIABLES

Response

Upward Bound Comparisnc 5:-....nts

Weirhted Percent ,

Standard
Ztror of

Weighted Perce... '

',7

-31:31aciar==

Etror
Variable Category Bsp(a) DITO(1. Difference BSQ(A) D/TO:..0 1 :iffererme

Age Mean Age-
)/

16.8 Yrs. 17.4 Yrs. 0.1 Yrs. 16.4 Yrs. 17.Z -.--7:: 0.2
Indetertc.'nate---- 0.3% 0.6: d/ 0.1: 0.0% d/

Sex Male 43.8 32.1 5.7 34.3 41.3 9.2:
. Female 56.2 67.9 5.7 45.6 38.1 9.2

Indeterminate-C..' 0.0 0.0 d/ 0.1 0.0 d/

Race Black 64.6 32.1 7.6 24.6 31.1 11.0
7Zhite 16.6 18.2 3.6 60.8 44.9 11.2
,1ther , 18.0 26.6 7.0 12.8 22.8 7.6

Indeterminate- 0.8 3.1 1.7 1.8 1.1 d/

Poverty Poverty-Level 65.8 72.3 3.5 32.9 48.4 9.4

Non Poverty Luel 22.4 23.4 d/ 65.4 51.6 9.0

Indeterminate- 11.8 4.4 270 1.7 0.0 0.8

H.S. Grade Level 10th Grade 14.6 11.8 4.8 37.0 34.4 10.1
Fall 1973 llth Grade 40.0 30.4 5.5 33.4 36.6 6.7

I2th Grade
/c

Indeterminate-
44.2
1.1.

53.4
4.4

6.1
2.2

28.5
1.1

29.0
0.0

d/

6:111

H.S. Grade Level 10th Grade 12.7 8.3 4.0 36.7 24.3 9.2
Spring 1974 llth Grade 39.8 25.7 5.0 33.6 13.0 5.3

12th Grade
c/

Indeterminate-
43.0
2.3

36.6
29.4

5.8
3.9

28.5

1.2
4.7
55.8

2.6
9.1

H.S. Enrollment In High School 98.2 70.6 5.9 99.9 44.2 9.1
Spring 1974 Graduated from

High School 0.3 2.6 1.5 0.0 7.1 4.6

Out of H.S.,
Not Graduatej 0.9 17.9 5.4 0.0 44.7 8.59

Indeterminate- 0.6 8.9 2.4 0.1 4.1 2.6

Extent of None 100.0 100.0 d/-
Upward Bound Less than 1 Year 50.0 33.1 5.0
Participation 1-2 Years 27.0 12.5 2.8

2 or More Yeau 13.2 0.0 1.8
Indeterminate- 9.8 34.4 3.5

21 Mean age is gtven in years, all other entries are percentages. All values were computed using weighted
data adjusted for tnstrument nonresponse.

b/- Based on determinate responses only.

c/
Indeterminate responses represents item nonresponse, inconsistent and multiple responses.

d/
Standard errors were not computed for absolUte differences less than 1%.
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Notably, the 3SQ resparant subgroup had a propartton of males.

Cther significant differences are attenuated dif75-grentes in proportiom

of indeterminate lesoc7ses.

In all, many et t2e differences observee and D/TQ respond-

ent subgroups (within= and 7.5B groups) couIe :e expai=e-d-: (or related to

these expectations) to the fact tnat the i7Q subsra7...ys contained, b7

definition, more high _=haaL :dropouts. Nevereless, the g=oups da differ

on important variables. elle should be realized in aMMsequent examinatic7rs

of BSQ data that the sratients providing these data are not representattwe

of the entire population of UB or CS students definee..by tne initial samplIng.

To the extent, however_ that =hese subgromps differepr...s are similar

within tae UB and CS groupE (and this seems to the case), greater

credence can be placed on comparisons between UB and CS BSQ respondent

data.

C. Comparison of Respondents and Nonrespondents to All Spring 1974

Questionnaires

Another comparisc n. of interest between respondent subgroups is that

between respondents amr nonreanondents to spring 1974 data collectiom

efforts. As may be recalled, respondents to the spri-177, 1974-data collection

were eligible for the FSQ(A) instruments whi1e nonrespondents received the

FSQ(B) instrmments. The actual compariszo made was between the FSQ(A)

eligible gramp and the TSQ(B) respondents.21 Since response rates were so

high for the FSQ(B) eligible group (recall that all FSQ(B) eligibles were

telephoned as a followup), the respondents can be assuoeed as quite repre-

sentative of the total eligible group. EMreover, since :::he BSQ respondent

group made up such a_large propmrtion of the spring 1974 respondents, this

analysis will reflect, primarily, differences between BS11, respondents and

spring 1974 nonrespondents

The results of this analYsis are 7.--enteLL in Table 3.11. As can be

seen, these two respondent suhgroups J-b=rn CS and UB) differ significantly

on all eight of the variables considered. For 7loth the -M3 and CS group,

the FSQ(A) eligible subgrour is younger than tae TSQ(B) respondent subgroup,

although this difference_is somewhat attenuateOl by the frz=t that the

26/
For FSQ(B) nonrespandents, no questionnaire data of any kind were

obtained.
129
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:able 3.11

PSQ(A ELIG
FSQ( RES.170::=S ON SELECTED -7.A.EE4131-is

Varia=le
Reimonse
Cahegcr7 .E.L.i.i71bLes-

Upward Bound Comparison. Students

a/7ercenuge- Somlrd
Intor of
2fence

Percenzave
../

Standard
Error of

Difference
FSSQ(A.) si

FSO(3)
FE-Q(A)

Eligibles- FSQ(B)
.7

Age
c/Mean- LL.-.? 7.rs. 17.3 Yrs. __1 Yrs. 15_5 Yrs. 17.3 Yrs. 0.1 Yrs.

InneterminazeL A-..;:" 3.2% -2% 0.1% 16.4% 3.7%

Sex Male 51.3 _.I...6 34.0 51.5 3.9

Femal '..-.3..i.9" 48.7 _2_5 +5.8 46.1 e/

Indeterminate:1- a.c 0.0 0.1 2.4 079

Race Black 16Z.r: 45.1 4.5 24.8 41.6 4.5

Whihe L J : 24.0 60.3 36-1 5.7

Other _ L 28.7 .3 13.0 8.4 3.2

Indeterminate "_...: 2.1 ..S 1.8 13-9 3.0

Poverty Poverty Level 61.9 15.4 33.3 40-3 3.2

Non Poverzy Le,_vel 22.5 .13.2 ,/ 65.0 46.7 5.0

Indeterminate-L 11-6 20:4 _----.4
", 1.7 13-0 3.0

B.S. Grade Level 10th Grade 14.3 14.6 -ei 36.9 39-1 4.1

Fall 1973 Ilth Grade 19.5 .26.3 Z.5 33.5 25.8 3.1

.
12th Grade

d/
Indenerminate--

.:.4...5

1.4

+8.5

10.1

2_1
1_.4

28.5
1.1

31.3
2.3

4.5

0.9

8-5. Grade Level lath Grade .1 --._-__ 13.2 e/ 36.4 29.4 4.2
Spring 1974 .11.i-n Grade 39_.: 21.1 .1.4 33.2 16.9 2.7

12th Grade 44-3- 43.0 :.9 28.0 27.1 e/
Indeterminate- 3-3 20.7 2.2 2.5 26.6. 372

H.S. Enrollment In High _iaMot.4- 97_0 11.3 2.1 98.6 74.9 3.3
Spring 1974 Graduate= irl,m

High o..r.mt.;:._ 0.-: 1.8 0.3 0.2 1.9 0.8
Out of

No- Gradommed ,1.6 11.5 1.7 1.0 19.9 3.1
1.0 3.3 1.2 0.1 3.3 0.9Indecet____

Exoent of None . 100.0 100.0 e/_
Upward sound Less that.. L Zear 10_2 766.6 1.9

Parnteipation 1-, 'rears- ,25.4 _11.2 .Z-6

2 or Moremis 12.1 7.0 1.7
1_274mmern-npitet .12.3 9.1 1.5

age is given ys-nteri_ al7I-tzther entmtas are perteraaosi- All values were computed using weighted
data adjusted for instru_en- -1--2..foutmse.

b/

cl
FEQ(A) eligiLl:es were

aased on det----rinate resri

:.ti.nents.m.to prettir-resenmiled to either BSQ or D/TQ instrumenrs.

Indeterminat responses ----r-se-no.s item mom-response f_honnthtent and multiple responses.

e/
:Standard err=rs ere acrr commuted for absol=e ii±riarenoes Less than 17..
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proportion c indeterminate responses is graate in -±,e FSQL1.) subgroup.

Further,.the::e are proportionately more elaventr- graders (bc7h in fall 1973

and spring 1.:.74 classifications) in the FSq(A) igroup. Again, however,

-these ifferences are confounded by differences in Proportions of determi-

nate responses. The FSQ(A) subgroups also have mratcrtionately fewer high

school dropoitts, and although differences exist i 77nportion of indetermi-

nate responses, the observed differences wou-d azisr regardless of distri-

hution of the indeterminate responses among :he c7:11r enrollment status

categories.

For the UB group, respondents to the spring :..97L data cmllaction

efforts tend to have promnrtionately larger =umbers of females than non-

respondents. Further, in terms of extent of UB participation, the FSQ(A)

subgroup (spring 1974 respandents) has participated longer ta the UB

program.

Two interesting reversals appear in subrour differences within the

UB and CS group in regards to the variables oaf rare and povertF- status.

Within UB, the FSQ(A) eligible group had promortimmately fewer-white

students and more black and "other" students than did FSQ(B) respondemts.

The opposite situation existed for the .CS troup. Similarly, the 3SQ(A)

subgroup had proportionately larger numbera of poerty level students

within the UB group, but proportinaately f...a:t.7er poverty level studemts

within the CS group. This rev:arsal has sor nather obvious imolicationai-

for subsequent analyses.. Specifically, whE7 _omparing responses of the UB

and CS groups based exclusiely on sprins 1:7=- oraestionnaire data (e.g..

BSQ), one is comparing two F7Tri7groups of tha

(1) not-representative of trs_tatal (2) biased in opposite

directions for at least two

D. Comparison of Respondents and. Nionresplandents to the FSQ

The final consideration of compariabiIity of respondent subgroups is

that of possible differences between FSQ(A) respondents and FSQ(A) non-

respondents. It may be recalled that only a subsample of the original nor:-

respondents to the FSQ(A) mailing v.lere selected for telephone followup.

such, considerably less than camplate response was obtained fa:: the fall

1974 data collection pericce:. :possible (silica data was collected rn

all FSQ(A) eligibles durinspriag 1974 collection period) to deternrne
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the extent to which the respondent subgroup was or was mot :-..epresemtative

of the total group.

Table 3.12 presents the results of this final comparison. For the CS

group only two statistically significant differences we:re observed, notably,

the respondent stabgroup was composed of gzeater proport- of females and

white students. For the UB group, the picture was somhzt different.

There were proportionately greater numbers of eleventh rIrtAers among the

FSQ(A) respondent subgroup than among the ncnrespondent::, znd respondents

had typically participated in the UB pro,;1,..n. for a shorz period of time.

Lilt:, the CS group, the UB group had proportionately more ...:jnales in the

respondent subgroup. The UB respondent ambgroup also com:sined proportion-

ately larger numbers of poverty level st.mrats, and (with marginal signifi-

cance) larger proportions of white sturlemts and youmger st:2dents.

These observed differences suggest, of nourse, that fall 1974 daQz

available for a subset of students (ix: 2c)t'r. UB and CS z:-.7o,Als) that is no:::

completely representative of the originaa sample. This _ia= should be kept

in mind when interpreting results based oan fall 1974 datz._

E. Implications_ of Subgroup_Differences.

In generl, Tables 3.9 thrmugh 3-12 indLicate tize pcssibiLity-of

biases in the analyses. Diffeiaences o md

interpretation of student datemuss be ccnrily,:med ca=ef_u=77 with the 7.7.rzs=

bility of this bias in mind. 'The effects .,-ralanc=rg 7,774 weight. aCi=erments

for nonresponse and subsampling (see Chap-=-- 7) repti=e i±.iferences baj
UB and CS groups, but do not campletely dLaaannt differancs between -El

respondents to different UB questionnai'zes r CS responzienms to differena

CS instLe;wents.

The differences examined in this semt2L-on will be. trn=tent cmnaler-

ations only when data from the specif scbg=n=7.,a are -ana2:72.,

and then the major consideration wilL nhaz of g,nif-,,-7 -1-nility of

analysis results. The exact nature of analTsis Ei±fis _c=tnat be stater!

directly; rather, it will depend on tIve interrelio=sinips of the varill4.,c

_on which subgroups show differences-and other- vandahLes ssequeatly zonsid-

ered in analyses based on that subgroup- For example, it =as been slzggeared
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that the BSQ respondent subgroup tends to be younger than the BSQ eligible

nonrespondents and that the BSQ eligible subgroup is younger than those not

eligible for BSQ administration. This result may or may not affect inter-

pretation of subsequent analyses. If one were considering only the subset

of BSQ respondents on some variable which is unrelated to age (such as

place of residence), then the fact that BSQ respondents were younger than

nonrespondents and ineligibles should not, in itself, restrict generali-

zations of results to the entire eligible groups or to the total populations.

On the other hand, if a variable strongly related to age were being consid-

ered, any generalizations to larger populations would not be warranted without

first considering the fact that BSQ respondents were younger.

For analyses involving comparisons of the UB and CS groups, the dif-

ferences considered in this section are relatively less important. For

the large majority of differences examined, the extent and direction of

subgroup differences was similar within the UB and CS groups. If bias

within the two groups are the same, then differences between these two

groups will not reflect the bias (which is cancelled in the subtraction).

VII. SUMMARY

In this chapter the basic approach to analysis has been presented and

the quality of the data to be used in analyses has been examined. The

purposes of this presentation were: (a) to provide the reader with the

overall framework within which analysis was conducted; (b) to advise the

reader as to the scope of questions addressed in subsequent chapters; and

(c) to forewal:n the reader of possible misinterpretations of results which

could occur due to the less than perfect quality of the data analyzed.

A reiteration of the purposes, procedures, and scope of analysis is

not considered instructive; however, a review of the findings of the

analyses reported in this chapter is worthwhile. The findings regarding

data quality and possible implications for analysis are summarized below.
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A. Return Rates

The return rate for various instruments have two obvious implications

for analysis, both of which concern how well the data collected represents

the data which would have been available with complete return. If

respondents are like nonrespondents in all relevant characteristics (an

assumption that is commonly made but rarely justified), then response

rates present no problem for analysis. It was shown, however, that

respondents differ from nonrespondents and thus that the data in hand do

not likely reflect the true picture that would have been obtained had

all data been collected. The greater the return rate, of course, the

less the nonrespondent group can influence the results obtained, regard-

less of how different they might be from respondents.

The results relevant to return rates reported in this chapter

address both of the possible sources of nonrepresentativenrIss of collected

data: (1) individual response rate, and (2) the clustering of nonrespon-

dents (i.e., the distribution of nonresponse over logical units of

possible respondents--in this case UB projects). With the exception of

return rates for,the D/TQ, most student instruments showed satisfactory

return rates (75 percent or greater) and showed no serious response

differential over projects. -More importantly for analyses involving

differences between the OB and CS groups, return rates were similar for

these two groups. With the fairly safe assumption that any data bias,

introduced as a result of nonresponse, is similar for UB and CS groups,

comparisons of the two groups should not reflect a bias due to nonresponse.

Overall student response rate (return of one or more of the question-

naires) was quite high, 99.8 percent for the UB group and 98.3 percent

for the CS group, reflecting efforts in the fall 1974 data collection to

reach all previous nonrespondents. Followup subsampling of students who

had returned questionnaires during the spring 1974 data collection

period raised the fall 1974 data return rates to 80.2 percent and 78.1

percent for the UB and CS groups, respectively.

Return rates and differential project response was less satisfactory

for the staff instruments, particularly in light of the importance of the
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study to those staffing the projects. Nevertheless, project staff ques-

tionnaire response was within acceptable Iev'els.

B. Data Quality

Eigh and nondiferential return rates do not in themselves assure data

integrity. Item nor ,esponse, careless restarase, and deliberately mislead-

ing responses can greatly degrade the data enen if 100 percent return of

questionnaires is rP-lized. DI-tiler, some error is to be expected in large

computerized data bases due to hums= mistakes made in transcribimg hard

copy into machine readable form. Regardless of the source of errors of

omission or emission, some items i he ultimate data base may be unusable

due to: (1) missing data, the abm-a of a response where one is called

for; (2) out of range data, resmon that axe not within the prescribed

(or reasonable) range of responses: 0) multiple responses, the presence of

more than one response to an item sr-"71ulating only one response; and (4)

inconsistent data, responses that a=--,E: logically conflicting. The Latter

broad category Includes skip pattemon±nconsistencies, inconsistencies

within instrument, and inconsistPm between instruments.

In attempts to rectify some_ the problems of data quality, tech-

niques of imputation are often empLoyed. The use of imputations is effec-

tively that of creating data where there were unusable data previously.

Most imputatimn techniques hays potential for introdwcing some erroneous

data; however, the gain realized thrnugh sound techntques of imputation

generally offsets the loss due tc introduction of same error.

The implication of the various forms of potential data error for

analysis are quite obvious. Laxge coportions of unavailable or unusable

data can easily create a sitnationwhere available data are not representa-

tive of the entire respondent graup, particularly if certain relevant

respondent characteristics are =Elated to the unavailability of the data.

Inconsistent data and error int- a,,eed through imputation may lead to

fallacious results and misinterAl_tatton of findings.

Examinations .of indeterminate data suggested that the incidence of

multiple and out af range responses was quite low, accounting for no more
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than 0.2 percent of the data on.the average, for any given questionnaire

item. The relative frequency of imputed responses was, on the average,

even lower. The incidence of item nonresponse was considerably greater;

however, this data problem seemed to be concentrated within a few items and

individuals. In terms of the Master File variables, proportions of un-

available data were, in general, quite low; however, the proportion was

greater than 20 percent for all of the variables related to the fall 1974

time point. These high percentages reflected the high nonreturn rate for

these instruments due to subsampling for followup data collection. In all,

the extent of unavailable data had no serious impact on analysis.

Examinations of item inconsistency did raise some serious questions

regarding data quality. Major inconsistency problems arose for the items

that were nested within various questionnaire routing items. Considering

the complexity of some of the skip patterns, these inconsistencies are not

surprising in retrospect. In view of the problems introduced by the skip

patterns, however, data from items contained in routing items were used

sparingly in analysis.

The extent of logical inconsistent responses within specific question-

naires was, in some cases, considerably greater than would be desired. Two

items of the PAQ were answered inconsistently by more than 20 percent of

the project directors. Proportionately large numbers of inconsistent

responses were, however, traced to items which appeared on reexamination to

be somewhat ambigious. Nonetheless, incidence of inconsistency still

remained at upwards of 5 percent for some relatively unambigious items.

The observed inconsistency of responses between instruments is also a

matter of concern. Since such inconsistencies typically reflect response

differences between two different reporting sources, they pose questions as

to the credibility of one of the sources. The incidence of such inconsis-

tencies was high in light of the relatively objective nature of the responses

compared. Discounting comparisons in which fewer than 250 cases were

involved, inconsistent response rates were almost as high as 25 percent for

come comparisons. Although inconsistent data were not used in analysis, it

is possible that the remaining students with nondiscrepant responses were-
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not representative of the entire group and that analyses were somewhat

biased as a result. The overall picture of intersource inconsistencies is

somewhat brighter considering the total student group on the entire set of

Master File variables. The maximum percentage of inconsistent data for the

total group of 6,050 students on the 22 Master File variables was less than

4 percent.

The danger of high rates of observed inconsistency is not in the items

for which that inconsistency is observed, since any response observed to

be inconsistent with another response was not used in analysis. The real

problem exposed by the observance of inconsistencies in the data lies with

those items which were not amenable to consistency checks. An observed

high rate of inconsistency is symptomatic of one or more of several factors

which could be influencing some or all of the remaining data items (e.g.,

ambiguity of question wording, inattention or carelessness on the part of

the respondent, or deliberate attempts to provide false data on the part of

the respondent). The consistency checks performed signal the strong possi

bility of one or more of these factors in the responses of some individuals

on some items, which reduces the reliability, and thus the validity, of the

data.

C. Representativeness of Respondent Subgroups

The potential problems of nonrepresentativeness of certain data has

been previously discussed as it relates to questionnaire return rates and

data quality. Another potential source of nonrepresentativeness is possible

within the current study; specifically, the fact that the same information

items were not requested from all student subgroups. The Most extensive

set of student data is potentially available from the subset of students

who were administered the BSQ. Other subgroups of students (e.g., the D/TQ

eligibles and the FSQ (Form B) eligibles) could not provide the richness of

data present for BSQ respondents, due to the limits of the questionnaires

administered to them. Analysis of BSQ data is, of course, possible, but

the extent to which the results can be generalized to the total student

group (and to the population from which these groups were drawn) depends

upon the extent to which the BSQ respondents are representative of the
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total group. By using the variables common to all instruments for compari-

son, it was possible to conduct an investigation to determine empirically

the extent and direction of lack of representativeness among certain sub-

groups of students.

Statistically significant differences were detected for almost all of

the subgroup comparisons made. Some of these differences were logically

related to subgroup definitions, and thus unavoidable (e.g., the fact that

there was a greater incidence of high school dropout for the D/TQ respondents

than for the BSQ respondents was not surprising in light of the fact that

BSQ eligibles were defined as those at the same school or project at time

of questionnaire administration and the D/TQ eligible subgroup was defined

as the complement of the BSQ subgroup). While the direct implications for

analysis interpretation due to subgroup differences cannot be directly

stated, the results indicate that there is a strong possibility of bias in

results obtained for specific questionnaire respondent subgroups.

In Chapter 6, for example, an examination is made of perceptions of

the UB program by UB participants. These results were obtained for BSQ

respondents exclusively and as such they represent a source of possible

bias in that they may not reflect the perceptions of all UB participants.

The reasons for the potential bias is that BSQ respondents are, in general,

younger than other BSQ nonrespondents or BSQ ineligibles;. and the respon-

dents have, typically, been with the UB program for a longer period of time

than either of the other two subgroups. This would suggest, intuitively,

that the results presented in Chapter 6 are more favorable to the program

than results which would have been obtained had this information been

available for all members of the UB sample.

Fortunately, for the large majority of differences examined, the dif-

ference between subgroups of respondents within the UB group was quite

similar in form to the difference within the CS group. This suggests, but

does not guarantee, that whatever biases are introduced in UB group results,

they are of the same nature (and presumably of the same magnitude) as those

introduced in the CS group. If this is the case, then comparisons between

the CS and UB groups should be relatively free of bias, even when such

comparisons are being made within a particular respondent subgroup (suCh as

BSQ respondents).
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Chapter 4

Characteristics of the Upward Bound Staff

I. GENERAL

This chapter and the two chapters which follow provide a description

of various aspects of the national UB Program in program year 1973-74,

based on the data gathered in staff and student questionnaires. To provide

national profiles, the results are presented as national estimates of the

characteristics of the UB staff, students, and projects across the popula-

tion of 333 regular UB projects1/-- operating in coterminous United States in

program year 1973-74.

The primary purpose of this chapter is to provide a national descrip-

tive profile of the staff.members serving the UB projects. More specifi-

cally, answers to the following questiont are pursued: (a) what were the

demographic and background characteristics of UB project staff:members?

(Section II); (b) what educational background, training, and work experience

did UB project staff members have? (Section III); (c) what,tasks did UB

project staff members perform and how did they divide their time in ful-

filling their respective positions?. (Section IV); (d) what attitudes did

UB project staff members hold on issues having impact on educational inter-

vention programs? (Section V).

Tabular data are presented within each of three staff categories:

project directors, project instructors, and project counselors. The total

weighted numbers (WN) of respondents reported in the tables in this chapter

are national estimates of the number of staff in each staff category for

the UB projects at the time of the study. The questionnaire data obtained

from 48 of 54 sampled project directors are used to describe °Ale estimated

1/
This excludes special veteran projects and demonstration projects.
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333 directors in the nation. Similarly, the profile of an estimated national

total of 2,973 project instructors is derived from questionnaires returned

by 154 of 211 sampled project instructors. Finally, representing the

national estimate of 1,184 UB project counselors are the 84 of 104 sampled

project counselors who returned questionnaires. Because of unequal weight-

ing and the relatively small number of cases (only two projects per strata)

caution should be taken in interpreting results of estimates based on items

with a large amount of nonresponse because, in general, the nonresponding

cases will not be distributed evenly (or proportionally) over the valid

response categories. For this reason, the numbers of nonrespondents to an

item are included in the tables. Because of rounding error, the total sum

of proportions in tabular presentations will vary around 100 percent; also

the sum of weighted numbers will vary around 326-2/ for the project directors,

around 2,973 for the project instructors, and around 1,184 for the project

counselors.

Although questionnaire responses are the primary data for this and

following chapters, some findings and perceptions from the visits to 15

. project sites will be used to augment and aid in interpretation of the

primary data. Some topical areas were not covered or were covered only

tangentially in the questionnaires (e.g., nature and functions of advisory

groups, evidence of institutional commitment, adherence to federal guide-

lines), and questions concerning these topics can be addressed only by the

information gained during site visitation. For other topics, which can be

addressed by questionnaire data, clarification, confirmation, or contra-

diction may be gained by insights from the considerably richer observation

base of site visits.

While the benefits of using information collected during site visits

are obvious, it should be kept in mind that hard data were not gathered on

2/
The sum of the sampling weights for project directors, which estimates

the number of project directors (and also the number of projects) in coter-
minous United States, is 326. This figure differs from the known actual
number of projects, which is 333. Since the sampling weight for a project
is the inverse of the probability of selection of that project, the sum of
these weights will vary depending on the particular sample of projects
which ir.. drawn. The expected value of this sum, over all possible samples,
will be 333, but for any particular sample may not total exactly to 333.
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program operations or other features of UB projects, since the essential

effort was to "discover what was there" and considerable variability was

anticipated. In this respect, it was not possible to approach each visit

in the same way or to gather the same kinds of information, partly because

circumstances varied and partly because of the subjective nature of site

visits. Moreover, it was possible to visit only 5 sites during the academic

year and 15 summer programs. As a result, reports of site visit data must

be viewed as an impressionistic and sometimes inferential look at Upward

Bound in action.

Before moving to presentation of results, three topics require consid-

eration: (a) adjustments of sample weights, (b) sampling errors, and (c)

other possible sources of data error. These matters are treated briefly in

the remainder of this section, but relate to all results to be presented in

this and subsequent chapters.

A. Sample Weights and Adjustments for Instrument Nonresponse

In the complex sample deatgn used in the UB survey, units of study

(individuals or projects) wer selected into the sample with unequal prob-

abilities. Therefore, tc inflate the sample to the size of the population

being estimated (so that each7nerson or project represented the correct

number of persons or proje=s, respectively, in the population), sample

weights that were inversely proportional to the probability of selection

were applied to individual answers.21-/ Consequently, in the data tables

presented in this and subsequent chapters, individuals or projects do not

represent equal numbers of cases in the population.

In producing these national estimates adjustments were made to correct

for the failure of some individuals to return questionnaires (instrument

nonresponse). In general, adjustments for nonresponse were made by increas-

ing the weight assigned to the responses of those judged to be most similar

3/
See Appendix B for a discussion of the use of sample weights. In

this chapter, where staff members are the units of analyses, sample weights
proportional to the inverse of each person's probability of selection were
applied to their responses. In this way, each staff member represents the
correct number of staff members of his staff type in the population.
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to the nonrespondents. Thus, on the assumption that persons in the same

projects shared many relevant characteristics, sample weights for nonre-

spondents of a particular project were assigned to others in the same project.

If there were no appropriate responding persons in the samie project, the

nonrespondents' sample weights were allocated to appropriate persons in the

other project in the same sample stratum since similar projects had been

placed together in the strata. The specific adjustment procedures depended

on the unit of analysis.--
4/

B. Sampling Error

Whenever a sample is used instead of the entire population, the result-

ing data are subject to error due to sampling. That is, differences would

be expected between the results obtained for a given sample and those that

would be obtained for another sample_or for the population. The results

for the popular:Inn _Ildways remain unk=nwn, but the larger the sample, the

smaller is the -xpe=ted sampling err7r. Estimates of the magnitude of the

expected sampli=g error can be calcu:ated from sample data, and are termed

standard errors_cf estimates of population values. However, because of the

complex nature of the sample design that was used for the selection of UB

staff and students, the familiar textbook formulas for standard errors are

not applicable.

To provide estimates of standard errors for the large number of esti-
.

mated percents that are reported in this and subsequent chapters, and to

provide them at a reasonable cost, estimated standard errors were computed

only for selected items. The results were then used to create generalized

tables of standard errors that provide a general order of magnitude of the

standard errors for the estimated percents. Each of Chapters 4, 5, and 6

presents a generalized table that is applicable to that chapter.

The magnitude of the standard e=ror for an estimated percentage is

determined by a number of factors, imcluding: (1) the number of projects

4/
See Appendix F for a detailed discussion of adjustments for nonre-

sponse. In this chapter adjustments for instrument nonresponse were made
within staff categories (e.g., sample weights of nonresponding counselors
were allocated to responding counselors in the same project, or if there
were none, to responding counselors of the other project in the stratum).
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and the number of clients or staff members selected into the sample, (2)

the magnitude of the estimated percent, and (3) the way in which the char-

acteristic being estimated is distributed among prdjects. The formulas and

procedures that were used in calculating the standard errors are presented

in Appendix B, and Table 4.1 gives the generalized standard errors for this

chapter.

The method for using Table 4.1 is included in the table, but will be

demonstrated here in the following example. From Table 4.2 (Page 4.8), it

can be seen that the esttmated percent of instructors who were 36 to 45

years of age was 17.2. To determine the approximate standard error of this

est:mated percent, cclumn F of Table 4.1 wouia be used, because the esti-

matad 17.2 percent relazea-to instruetors and, is based on a sample size of

154 (total "N"). By en=ering the row labelee "15 or 85" percent which

contains the closest vaLnes to 17.2, the.standard error of 3.1 percentage

points is found. This-value is the approxima=e standard error of the

esri-mAted 17.2 percent-which can be used to construct confidence intervals

for the estimate. If :one were to construct a 95 percent confidence

interval, one would be 95 percent sure that the true population value

(percent of 36- to 45-year-old UB instructors in the population) is between

10.8 and 23.4 (i.e., 17 - 2(3.1) and 17 + 2(3.1)). The reader is encouraged

to refer to the standard errors shown in Table 4.1 when interpreting the

percents presented in the data tables of this chapter to establish some

guidelines as to the level of precision of the estimates presented.
.6./

5/
The confidence interval is a range of values within which one expects

die true population value to be. If the same sampling and estimation pro-
cedure were repeated indefinitely, and for each sample an interval was con-
structed that was two standard errors on either side of the estimated percent,
one would find that about 95 percent of these intervals would contain the
true population value. An interval so constructed is called the 95 percent
confidence interval. A 99 percent confidence interval is formed by taking
two and one-hilf standard errors on either side of the estimated percent.

6/
In some of the data tables in this chapter, means as well as percents

are tabulated. The specific standard errors of these means are displayed
in the tables with the means. These standard errors are presented separately
because it is typically not possible to construct simple generalized sampling
error tables for means. The standard errors of means can also be used to
construct confidence intervals, and the reader is similarly urged to consider
these standard errors when examining means.
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C. Other Sources of Error

Another important source of error, not related to sampling, needs to

be mentioned. The descriptions of the UB program and staff presented in

Chapters 4, 5, and 6 are based entirely on the opinions and perceptions of

UB staff and students. No other data were used. Much of the information

obtained is objective in nature, and thus subject only to the usual types

of response error that enter into any set of survey responses. But some of

the data represent subjective evaluations of various aspects of the projects

by UB staff and participants, and hence are more likely to be affected by a

conscious or subconscious tendency to place one's own project in a favorable

light (presumably within individually perceived limits of realism). There

fore, particularly in considering these subjective results, the reader must

keep in mind that the descriptions of UB being presented are the results of

a questionnaire survey and have not been externally validated.

II. DEMOGRAPHIC CHARACTERISTICS OF THE UB PROJECT STAFF

One domain of staff characteristics that asy haw an impac= an program

operation is that of demographic and background attributes. The:guidelines

for the UB program suggest, for example, that am attempt be made to match

the ethnicity of project staff to that of the stadents being...served. There

are some intuitive arguments for a matching of staff and students on other

dimensions, since a staff member with a background similar to that of the

student would certainly have a potentially better understanding of the

problems of that student. This subsection describes the age, sex,

ethnicity, and background of UB project directors, instructors, and

counselors, as estimated for the national UB staff.

Age. Table 4.2 shows the age distribution of the three categories of

UB staff members. The project directors tended to be slightly older than

the instructors or counselors, although most persons regardless of staff

category were in their twenties or thirties. It can be seen that 56 percent

of the project directors, 65 percent of the instructors, and 70 percent of
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'Table 4.2

AGE UF UB PROJECT STAFF =BEES

Age in Years

Project Director Project Instructor Project Counselor

a/
%--- UN N-b/ t/-a WN

b/g-
a/
X- WN b/N-

25 or less 5.4 18 3 15.9 472 24 45.6 540 27

26-35 51.0 166 25 48.8 1450 70 24.6 291 29

36-45 31.2 102 14 17.2 512 28 16.1 190 14

46755 10.5 34 5 14.0 415 23 10.4 123 10

56-65 1.9 6 1 3.5 104 8 3.4 40 4

Indaterminat c -- -- -- 0.7 20 1 -- .... --

Totalsd/- 100.0 326 48 100.0 2973 154 100.0 1184 84
-

.----

NOTE: Table based on responses to PDGI question 2 ay PIQ question 1; PCQ
- question 1. For approximate standard errors of percents, refer

to Table 4.1, columns A, F, and K, respectively, for project
directors, instructors, and counselors.

21 Percentages are based on weighted responses, adjusted for instrument
nonresponse.

b/
Numbeme do not include instrument nonrespondents.

c/
This represents primarily item nonresponse (i.e., failure to answer

an item), but also includes multiple responses, out-of-range responses,
and inconsistent responses.

5-11 Weighted numbers and percentages may not total exactly due to rounding
error.

Table 4.3

SEX OF UB PROJECT STAFF MEMBERS

Sex

Pro ect Director Project /nstructor Project Counselor

%-4-/ WN gt-/ t
a/
- WN b/

N--
a/X- WN

b/
N--

Male

Female

Indeterminate

88.1

11.9

-51--

287

39

--

41

7

--

55.2 1641

43.8 1303

1.0 30

89

63

2

53.4

46.6

--

633

551

--

42

42

--

Tota1d/s- 100.0 326 48 100.0 2973 154 100.0 1184 84

C

NOTE: Table based on responses to PDQ question 2.U; P/Q question 2; FCQ
question 2. For approximate standard errors of percents, refer
to Table 4.1, columns A, F, and K, respectively, for project
directors, instructors, and counselors.

2j Percentages are based on weighted responses, adjusted for instrument
nonresnonse.

b/

c/
This represents primarily item nonresnonse (i.e., failure to answer

.an item), but also includes multiple responses, out-of-range responses,
and inconsistent responses.

d/
Weighted numbers and percentages may not total exactly due to rounding

error.

Numbers do not include instrument nonrespondents.
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the counselors were younger than 36. The large proportion of counselors

younger than 26 may reflect the fact that college students served as "tutor-

counselors" at some UB summer programs. In sampling, these tutor-counselors

were classified in the counselor category.

Sex. Table 4.3 provides the percentage distribution by sex of the

three types of staff. Nearly all (88 percent) of the directors were male,

and the majority of staff members in the other two categories were also

male (55 percent of the instructors and 53 percent of the counselors).

Ethnicity. Table 4.4 tabulates the percentage distribution of the

project staff members by their ethnicity. The greatest proportion of

project directors were black (47 percent), while the greatest proportion of

counselors and instructors were white (42 percent and 55 percent, respec-

tively). Thirteen percent of the project directors, 21 percent of the

counselors, and less than 6 percent of the instructors were Mexican-Ammaricans,

Indians were represented in all three staff categories, comprising 6 percent

of the directors, 3 percent of the counselors, and 4 percent of the instruc-

tors. Puerto Ricans and Orientals were represented infrequently and only

among the instructors.

Community Background. The type of communities in which staff members

lived, both through completion of high school and since their high school

years, is shown in Table 4.5. As youths, most staff members lived in

cities, outnumbering rural or reservation areas by 3 to 1 through 5 to 1,

depending on staff category, Since their high school years, even more

staff members moved to the city, with ratios of city to other types of

residences ranging from 9 to 1 for counselors and instructors and 18 to 1

for directors.

Family Back round. Table 4.6 displays the educational attainment of

staff members' fathers and mothers. The educational level of parents of

most staff members ranged from grade school to graduate school, with that

of the mothers slightly higher than that of fathers for counselors and

instructors. About 25 percent of the project directors' fathers had obtained

a BA degree or higher, compared to 18 percent for instructors and 9 percent

for counselors. Eighteen percent of the project directors' mothers obtained

at least a BA degree as compared to 19 percent for instructors, and 11

148
4.9



Table 4.4

ETHNICITY OF UB PROJECT STAFF MEMBERS

Ethftiaty

Project Director Project
a/

Z.-

Instructor

WN
b/N-

Project
.a/
h-

Counselor

WN
b/
N-

a/
7i- WN

b/
N-

Black 46.7 152 23 32.7 973 54 34.4 407 38

Indian 6.0 19 3 4.3 128 5 2.6 30 2

Oriental -- -- -- 0.5 15 1 __ -- --

Mexican-
American 13.1 43 5 5.5 164 9 21.2 251 10

Puerto Rico -- -- 0.5 16 1 -- -- --

White 34.2 112 17 55.1 1639 81 41.8 495 34

Indeterminate
c/- -- -- -- 1.4 39 3 -- -- --

L

Totalsd/ 100.0 326 48 100.0 2973 154 100.0 1183 84
r

NOTE: Table based on responses to PDQ question 3; PIQ question 3; PCQ
question 3. For approximate standard errors of percents, refer
to Table 4.1, columns A, F, and K, respectively, for project
directors, instructors, and counselors.

a/
Percentages are based on weighted responses, adjusted for instrument

nonresponse.

b/

cl
This represents primarily item nonresponse (i.e., failure to answer

an item), but also includes multiple responses, out-of-range responses,
and inconsistent responses.

d/
Weighted numbers and percentages may not total exactly due to rounding

error.

-
Numbers do not include instrument nonrespondents.
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Table 4.5

COMMUNITY OF RESIDENCE OF UB PROJECT STAFF

T fype o
Community

Pro ect Director Project Instructor Project Counselor

WN N-121

ca
4- WN N- %- WN Nb/- %a

Through High
School

24.2

71.4

4.5

79

233

15

11

35

2

16.4

79.9

3.8

488

2372

114

29

119

6

25.4

71.0

3.6

300

841

43

23

58

3

Rural/
Reservation

City

IndeterminateS/

Totalsd/- 100.0 326 48 100.0 2973 154 100.0 1184 84

Since High
School

5.1

88.2

6.8

17

287

22

3

42

3

9.1

83.9

6.8

271

2501

202

16

127

11

M
79.9

10.4

114

947

124

12

66

6

Rural/
Reservation

City

ciLnneterminate-

Totalsd/- 100.0 326 48 100.0 2973 154 100.0 1184 84

NOTE: Table based on responses to PAO question 5; PIQ question 5; PCQ
question 5. For approximate standard errors of percents, refer
to Table 4.1, columns A, F, and K, respectively, for project
directors, instructors, and counselors.

a/
Percentages are based on weighted responses, adjusted for instrument

nonresponse.

b/
Numbers do not include instrument nonies ondents.

c/
This represents primarily item nonrqp.onse (i.e., failure to answer

an item), but also includes multiple responses, out-of-range responses,
and inconsistent responses.

d/
Weighted numbers and percentages may not total exactly due to rounding

error.
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percent for counselors. Table 4.7 tabulates the types of occupation held

by staff members' parents. Staff members' fathers were principallY laborers

or service workers7/- of some type (48 percent, 39 percent, and 37 percent

for directors, iustructors, and counselors, respectively), while the mothers

tended to be homemakers and laborer/service workers (38 and 35 percent,

respectively, for directors; 52 and 20 percent for instructors; and 40 and

19 percent for instructors). Further, 20 percent of the directors' fathers

were professionals.
8/

This category also accounted for 15 percent of the

instructors' fathers and 15 percent of the counselors fathers. Mothers of

10 to 12 percent of the staff members were professionals, while 11 percent

or fewer of the mothers were in sales or managerial positions.

As a group, the UB staff members are young and show a diversity of

ethnicity that reflects qualitatively, if not quantitatively, the diversity

among UB participants. Among the staff categories, the ethnic distribution

of project directors is most similar to that of students as reported by the

UB data system for program years 1973-74 and as observed in this study (see

Chapter 7, Table 7.1). Even among project directors, however, there appear

disproportionately few black staff members for a program which serves about

60 percent black students; however, the 95 percent confidence interval for

proportion of black project directors does include the value of 60 percent.

Observations during site visitation also indicated proportionately smaller

representation of blacks on the staff than among the students.

The majority of staff members are male, while participants are mostly

female (as indicated in figures reported by USOE and the estimates from

this study); however, with the exception of project directors, the confi-

dence intervals for percentage of male staff members include values less

than 50 percent. Family backgrounds of UB staff seem fairly diverse, with

many staff members providing data which is suggestive of origins in a low

7/
The category of laborer and service worker is exemplified by factory,

farm, mine, or construction workers; bus, taxi, or truck drivers; waiters
or waitresses; cooks; maids; custodians; guards, policemen; firemen;
beauticians; seamstresses; and practical nurses or orderlies.

8/
Including teachers, doctors, engineers, lawyers, social workers,

accountants, musicians, artists, dentists, librarians, and writers.
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income family. Many other staff members, however, report family information

that does not seem concordant with the background of the UB target population.

It should be pointed out that the UB program guidelines do not require

exact proportionality of staff and students in terms of ethnicity, nor do

the guidelines require the staff to match students in family background or
sex. There are, however, some arguments for better matching of staft and

student ethnicity and background.

III. EDUCATIONAL BACKGROUND, TRAINING, AND EXPERIENCE

OF THE UB PROJECT STAFF

A natural.question regarding the UB staff, and one with obvious Impli-

cations, concerns the qualifications they bring to their job. The staff

questionnaires thus contained several items designed to measure various

aspects of such qualifications. This section describes the educational

background and relevant occupational skills, training, and experience of

project directors, instructors, and counselors.

A. Past and Current Formal Education

Table 4.8 shows the highest formal educational level attained by UB

project staff members. Tabulations show that 75 percent of the project

directors had obtained at least a master's degree, 14 percent had obtained

a Ph.D. degree, and none had less than a B.A. degree. About 68 percent of

the instructors had obtained a master's degree or higher, 6 percent had

obtained a Ph.D. degree, and only 3 percent had not completed a college

degree. Project counselors reported that 48 percent had obtained a master's

degree or higher, none had a Ph.D. degree, and 15 percent had less than a
9/

Bachelor's degree.

In general, then, the UB directors, instructors, and counselors were

primarily college graduates. Further, Table 4.9 indicates that sizeable

proportions of the staff members were participating in continuing education

at the time they completed the questionnaires. At that time, about 30

9/
The inclusion of college students, serving as tutor-counselors, in

he counselor category has probably inflated this figure.
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Table 4.8

HIGHEST EDUCATIONAL LEV-a.. OBTAINED BY UB PROJECT STAFF

Educational Level

Pro ect Director Project Instructor Project Counselor

%-- UN
b/
N- 7-41 I fWU

No college degree 0.0 -- -- 3.4 102 4 11.3 134 5.

Degree based on less than 4 years
work 0.0 ._ ._ -- -- -- 3.7 44 1

B.A. degree 21.3 69 11 27.0 803 43 36.3 430 25

M.A. degree 50.8 165 25 51.0 1517 74 42.5 504 46

Specialist diploma 9.4 31 5 11.6 344 21 6.0 72 7

Ph.D. degree
c

Indeterminate/

14.5

4.0

47

13

6

1

5.5

1.5

163

45

10

2

0.0

0.0

--

--

Totalsd/- 100.0 326 48 100.0 2973 134 100.0 1184 84

NOTE: Table based on responses to ?DOI question 8; ?IQ question 8; PCQ question 8. For approximate

standard errors of percents, refer to Table 4.1, columns A, F, and K, respectively, for

project directors, instructors, and counselors.

?ercentages are based on weighted responses, adjusted for instrument nonresoonse.a/

b/ Numbers do not include instrument nonrespondents.

c/ This represents primarily item nonresponse (i.e., failure to answer an item), but also includes

multiple responses, out-of-range responses, and inconsistent responses.

4! Weighted numbers and percentages may not total exactly due to rounding error.

Table 4.9

CURRENT ENROLLMENT 0 A DEGREE PROGRAM BY UB PROJECT STAFF

r

IProject

1 Cu _. lv Enrolled
s

Director Project Instructor Project

el

Counselor

VN I 01
7.-4/ 1 ,,,M NtI

.a/
4.- WN

b/
N-

,

1

Yes

No

I inneterminate4I

30.3

66.8

2.9

99

218

9

16

31

1

33.7

63.5

0.8

1003

1948

23

49

103

2

44.7

54.2

1.0

530

642

12

32

51

1

iTotals41 100.0 326 48 100.0 7973 154 100.0 1184 84

NOTE: Table based on responses to PDQ question 10; PIQ question 10; PCQ question 10. For approximate

standard errors of percents, refer to Table 4.1, culumns A, F, and K, respectively, for

project directors, instructors, and counselors.

a/-

b/

Percentages are based on weighted responses, adjusted for instrument nonresponse.

Numbers do not include instrument nonresoondents.

c!
- This represents primarily item nonresoonse (i.e., failure to answer an item), but also includes

multiple responses, out-of-range responses, and inconsistent responses.

d/- Weighted numbers and percentages may noc total exactly due co rounding error.
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percent of the project directors, 34 percent of the instructors, and 45

percent of the counselors10/ were enrolled in a degree program.

B. Position-Related Training

As shown in Table 4.10, the majority of project directors and counselors

(81 percent and 57 percent, respectively) and a large proportion of

the project instructors (39 percent) had attended some type of training

institute offering special training in teaching, counseling, or program

administration for "disadvantaged" students. A good deal of this training

seems to have been received after entrance into a UB staff position. Table

4.11 shows the percentage distributions of project directors and counselors

by their attendance in such training institutes since becoming DB staff

members; 59 percent of project directors, and 37 percent of counselors had

attended such training institutes since joining the UB staff.--11 / Table

4.12 tabulates the percentage of instructors who had received UB in-service

training. Forty-one percent of the instructors reported some form of in-

service training since their first association with the UB program.

Table 4.13 tabulates the numbers of various types of college counseling

courses (semester equivalent) that UB counselors had completed. Eighty-

seven percent had completed some course work in educational counseling, and

44 percent had completed four or more such courses. The following propor-

tions reported having had at least one course in the remaining areas of

counseling: minority group counseling, 52 percent; personal counseling, 76

percent; vocational counseling, 66 percent; and other counseling, 11 percent.

Table 4.14 indicates the number of hours of supervised counseling

practice reported by counselors in each of several areas. About 75 percent

had some supervised training in educational counseling; 67 percent in

10/
--- The inclusion of college students, serving as tutor-counselors, in
this counselor category has probably inflated this figure. It should be
recalled that 15 percent of the counselors had not completed a B.A. degree.

11/
Considering that only 27 percent of the project directors reported

never having attended a training institute (Table 4.10) and 42 percent
reported not having attended since becoming a UB staff member (Table 4.11),
it follows that 15 percent of the directors had participated in this type
of training prior to to their joining the UB staff and not since. Similarly,
for counselors, participation in such training only prior to association
with UB was restricted to 20 percent.
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Table 4.11

ATTENDANCE IN POSITION RELATED TRALIING LISTIIUTES
SLICE BECOMING UB PROJECT STAFF MEMBER

Attendance in
Training Institutes

Pro ect Director Proiect Counselor
a/Z- WN

bN- WN b/N-

Sone

One

Wore than one

41.5

17.2

41.3

135

56

135

20

9

19

63.4

23.9

12.8

751

282

151

54

18

12

cTota1/s- 100.0 326 48 100.0 1184 84

Note: Table based on responses to PDQ question 11.b; PIQ question 11.b; PCQ
question 11.b. For approximate standard errors of percents, refer
to Table 4.1, columns A, F, and 14 respectively, for project
directors, instructors, and counselors.

21 Percentages are based on weighted responses, adjusted for instrument
nonresnonse.

b/- Numbers do not include instrument nonrcmondents.

c/- Weighted numbers and percentages may not total exactly due to rounding
error.

Table 4.12

INSERVICE TRALNING OF UB PROJECT STAFF INSTRUCTORS

/nservice Training Z2- WN

c
Had participated/ -

Had not participated
d/

Inaeterminate-

41-.2

49.7

9.1

1224

1479

270

60

80

14

e
Totals/- 100.0 2973 154

NOTE: Table based on responses to ?IQ questioa 23a. For approximate
standard errors of percents, refer to Table 4.1, column F.

21 Percentages are based ou weighted responses, adjusted for instrument
nonresponse.

11 Numbers.do not include instrument nonresmondents.

SI Category includes analysis iteputations.

d/
This represents primarily item nonresnonse (i.e., failure to answer

an item), but alio includes multiple responses, out-of-range responses,
and inconsistent responses.

e/- Weighted numbers and percentages may not total exactly due to rounding
error.
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Table 4.13

NaMER OF COLLEGE COURSES SPECIFICALLY RELATED
TO COUNSELING COMPLEM BY UB COUNSELORS

Ty lipe of Counseng Coursn
Number of,
Courses21

b/
%-- .

/

Educational Counseling 0

1-3

4 or more

IndeterminatO.
e

Total/-

11.6

42.9

L/44.3

1.1

100.0

138

509

524

13

1184

9

32

42

1

84

Minority Group Counseling 0

1-3

4 or more

Indeterminater./
e

Total/-

36.7

47.9

9.1

- 11.3

100.0

434

507

108

134

1184

28

39

8

9

84

Personal Counseling 0

1-1

4 or more

Indeterminatej
eTotal/-

15.4

44.4

L 31.2

9.1

100.0

182

524

369

108

1184

11

36

32

5

84

Vocational Counseling 0 27.9

1-3 58.3

4 or more 7.2
./Indeterminate- 6.6

e/
Total- 100.0

330

691

85

79

1184

20

49

10

5

84

Oche,: Counseling 0 26.1

1-3 7.8

4 or more 2.7

ri.
indeterminate- o3.3

Total-
e/

100.0

309

93

32

750

1184

16

10

4

54

84

NOTE: Table based on responses to PDQ quescion 12. For approximate
standard errors of percents, refer to Table 4.1, column K.

a/- Courses as semester equivalents.

b/
.7 Percentages are based on weighted responses, adjusted for instrument
nonrasponse.

s/
Numbers do not include instrument nonresoondents.

d/- This represents primarily item nonresponse (i.e., failure to answer
an item), but also includes multiple ;:esponses, out-of-range responses,
and inconsistent responses.

21 Weighted numbers and percentages may not total exactly due to rounding
error.
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Table .14

SOURS OF ELTERVIS= COUNSELING PRACTICE =MILEY= ET UR COUNSELORS

Tate of Counsel:in Number of Sours :a Ta 1 NII

Educational Counseling a

1-20

20 cr m,re
c/

Indeterminate-
d/

Total-

21.8

54.9

19.6

3.7

100.0

258

651

232

44

1184

19

39

22

4

94

Minority Group Counseling; 0

1-20

20 or more
c/

Ladetezminater-
d/

Total-

33.3

34.8

17.6

13.7

100.0

400

412

209

163

1184

27

28

16

13

84

Personal Counseling 0

1,20

20 or more
c/

Indeterminate-
d/

Total-

24.5

38.2

28.6

8.7

200.0

290

,.52

339

103

1184

La

31

28

7

84

Vocational Counseling a

1-20

20 or more
c/Indeternate-

TotalAl

38.3

37.9

13.4

10.4

100.0

454

448

159

123

1184

27

36

12

9

84

Other Count:ailing a

1-20

20 or more
c/

Indecermina-e-

Totaldi

31.9

6.6

3.2

38.5

100.0

377

77

38

693

1184

22

8

4

50

34

NOTE: Table based.on resmonses to pm question 13. For approximate
standard irrOrs,.refer to Table 4.1, column X.

2.1 ne rcencages are based an weighted responses, adjustild for instr=mne
nonmesoonse.

12/
ouuemers do toe include iotT=An: ncorestcudents.

c/
This reptesents primarily item nonsesoonse (i.e., failure to ansver

an item), buc also includes mulatple responses, out-of-range responses,
and inconsistent responses.

d/
=.eignten aumbers and percentages may 20C total mactly dua to roundinkl

error.
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personal counseling; 52 percent in minority group counseling; and 51 per-

cent in vocational counseling ..121

Table 4.15 presents the types of teaching certificates held by UB

instructors. About 75 percent of the instructors had some form of teaching

certificate, including 5 percent (of the total who held a temporary or

provisional certificate. The highest teaching certificate offered by the

state was held by 48 percent of the instructors.

C. Position-Related Experience
_ -

Most UB project directors had several years of experience working with

disadvantaged students either in an administrative capacity or in some

other capacity. Table 4.16 shows the total experience-13/ - of project direc-

tors with programs for disadvantaged students. It can be seen that 76

percent of the project directors had accumulated three or more years of

experience in administering programs for disadvantaged youth, and 56 percent

had at least five years of experience. Further, 23 percent of the project

directors reported three or more years of additional experience, other than

administrative, in working with disadvantaged youth, and 52 percent stated

at least one year of experience in this capacity.

Tables 4.17 and 4.18 show the types of programs in which UB directors

had gained their administrative and nonadministrative experience, respec-

tively. It can be seen that the directors had obtained most of their

experience in both areas from their current UB positions. A majority of

the directors either had no previous experience in such programs, or did

not respond.
14/

UB project instructors were asked to indicate their experience teaching

in full-time and part-time positions. Table 4.19 shows that 82 percent of

the instructors reported one or more years' experience teaching full-time,

12/
These percentages were probably somewhat deflated by the-inclusion of

tutor-counselors, who were college students, in the counselor category.

13/
The total experience was determined for each UB director by aggre-

gating over .:he categories: his present UB project, another UB project,
a Talent Search project, and other projects.

The rates of item nonresponse were very high for the categories other
than "the present UB project."
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Table 4.15

TYPE OF TEACHING CERTIFICATE HELD BY UB STAFF INSTRUCTORS

_Sae of Certificate zar
WN b/

N-

Not certified 25.0 744 39

TemporarY, provisional 4.9 145 7

Regular certificate, _but less than
highest offered by state 20.2 601 31

Highest teething certificate offered
by the state 48.4 1438 74

Indeterminate-
c/

1.5 46 3

Totalsd/- 100.0 2974 154

NOTE: able based on responses to FIQ question 12. For approximate
standard errors, refer to Table 4.1, column F.

a!
Percentages are based on weighted responses, adjusted for instrument

nonresoonse.

b/
Numbers do not include instrument nonrespondents.

c/
This represents primarily item nonresponse (i.e., failure to answer

an item), but also includes multiple responses, out-of-range responses,
and inconsistent responses.

- Weighted numbers and percentages may not total exactly due to rounding
error.

Table 4.16

TOTAL EXPERIENCE OF US PROJECT DIRECTORS IN
PROGRAMS FOR WSADVANTAGED YOUTH

Y7aeArs of Ex-nerience

In Administrative
Capacity

In Other Than
Administrative

Capacity
i ,...f

w.. . waf
WN

c
Indeterminatei-- -- -- 33.7 1 110 14

Less than 1 7.2 23 4 14.4 47 8

1 or 2 16.5 53 9 28.5 93 14

3 or 4 20.8 67 10 7.7 25 4

5 or 6 38.2 125 18 7.6 25 4

7 or more 17.4 56 7 8.1 27 4

d
Totals- 100.0 326 48 100.0 326 48

NOTE: Table based on aggregate data of responses to PDQ questions 1.b
'and 1.c. For approximate standard errors of percents, refer to
Table 4.1, column A.

-4-/ Percentages are based on weighted responses, adjusted for instrument
nonresponse.

b/
Numbers do not include instrument nonresoondents.

c/- This represents primarily item nonresoonse (i.e., failure to answer
an item), but also includes multiple responses, out-of-range responses,
and inconsistent responses.

d/- Weighted numbers and percentages may not total exactly due to rounding
error.
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Table 4.17

EXPERIENCE OF UR PROJECT DIRECTORS IN ADMOISTRAT/ON
OP PROGRAMS FOR DISADVANTAG-0 YOUTH

Years of erience WN :

A. As Project Director of This
UR Project

Less than 1 26.4 86 13

1-2 21.6 70 12

3-4 25.5 83 12

5 or more
cTotal/-

26.5

100.0

86

326

U.

48

B. As Project Director of Another
UR Project

One 46.1 150 21

Less than 1 2.6 8 1

1 or more 6.5 21 3

Indeterminated/- 44.8 146 23

Total-c/ 100.0 326 48

C. As Director of TS Project

One 41.4 135 18

Less than I 4.4 14 3

1 or more
a

Indeterminate/-

1.9

52.3

6

171

1

26

Totall 100.0 326 48

D. As Director of Other Projects
Serving Disadvantaged Youth

One 21.5 70 10

Less thaa 1 8.0 26 5

1-2 19.4 63 10

3-4 16.2 53 7

5 or more. 3.8 12 .

indeterminated/-
cTotal/-

31.2

100.0

102

326

15

48

NOTE: Table based on responses co PDQ question 1 b. For approximate
standard errors of porcents, refer to Table 4.1, column A..

a/- Percentages are based on weighted responses, adjusted for instrument

nonresponse.

b/

c/- This represents primarily item. nontesponse (i.e., failure to ans,eer
an item), but also includes multiple responses, out-of-range responses,
and inconsistent responses.

d/- Weighted numbers and percentagef mgx1not total exactly due tn rounding

.error. 1 0 i)

Numbers do not include instrument nonrespondents.
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Table 4.18

=PERILNCE OF CB PROJECT DIRECTORS WITH PROGRAMS FOR DISADVANTAGED
YOUTH IN OTHER THAN ADMINISTRATIVE CAPACITY

Years of Experience WN

A. In Some Capacity Other Than
Director of This UB Project

One 42.7 139 19

Less than 1 13.4 44 7

1-2 23.6 77 11

3-4 1.8 5 1

5 or more
c/

5.8 19 4

Inderermunate- 12.6 41 6

Totallif 100.0 326 48

B. In Some Capacity Other Than
Director of Another CE Prciect

One 50.2 170 24

One
c

3.7 12 2

Indeterminate/ 44.3 144 22

Total:d/- 100.0 326 48

C. In Some Capacity Other Than
Director of TS Proiect

One 52.0 170 24

Less than 1
c

1.9 6 1

Indeterminate/-
d/

46.1 150 23

Total- 100.0 326 48

D. In Some Capacity Other Than
Director of Other Project
Serving Disadvantaged 71u,h

One 13.1 108 14

Less than 1 6.4 21 4

1-2 14.7 48 8

3-4 5.9 19 3

5 or more 8.1 26 3
"i

ineaterminate

d
31.8 104 16

Total/- 100.0 326 48

NOTE: Table based on responses to PDQ question 1.c. For approximate
standard errors of results, refer to Table 4.1, column A.

a/
Percentages are based on weighted responses, adjusted for instrument

nonresponse.

b/
Numbers do not include instrument' nonrespondents

c/
This represents primarily item nonresponse (i.e., failure to answer

an item), but also includes multiple responses, out-of-range responses,
and inconsistent responses.

d/
Weighted numbers and percentages may not total exactly due to rounding

error.
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Table 4.19

UB INSTRUCTORS' YEARS OF TEACHING EXPERIENCE
IN FULL-TIME AND PART-TIME POSITIONS

Full-Time Part-Time

Years Experience
,,a,

WN
,,a// WN

None 3.1 91 6 8.1 240 12

Less than 1 3.8 114 7 6.1 181 11

1-2 10.4 309 16 15.1 449 17

3-4 10.2 302 16 12.5 372 22

5-9 25.7 765 37 10.1 300 19

10-14 10.6 .314 17 2.4 72 3

15-30 22.4 666 34 1.7 52 3

30 or more
cIndeterminate/

2.7

11.2

79

332

7

14

0.0

44.0

--

1307

--

67

';otA1sd/ 100.0 2973 154 100.0 2973 154

L ---
NOTE: Table based on responSes to PIQ question 13. For approximate

standard errors of percents, refer.to Table 4.1, column F.

a/
Percdntages are based on weighted responses, adjusted for instrument

nonresponse.

b/
Numbers do not include instrument nonrespondents.

c/
This represents primarily item nonresponse (i,e., failure to answer

an item), but also includes multiple responses, out-of-range responses,
and inconsistent responses.

d/
Weighted numbers and percentages may not total exactly due to rounding

error.
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and 61 percent had taught at least five years in full-time positions.

About half the instructors also had part-time teaching experience.

Table 4.20 tabulates the experience of UB project instructors in UB

summer and academic year programs. A large majority (89 percent) of instruc-

tors had served in at least one summer program, and almost half the instruc-

tors reported experience in at least one academic year program. Table 4.20

also indicates the experience of UB project instructors in teaching minority

groups or disadvantaged students prior to joining the UB staff. Over 40

percent of the instructors reported less than one year of experience teaching

such students prior to becoming a UB staff member.

UB project counselors were asked to indicate their.total experience

counseling in full-time and part-time positions. As seen in Table 4.21, 61

percent of the counselors reported one or more years of counseling experience

in a full-time position; about 22 percent reported at least five years of

full-time counseling. Almost two-thirds of the counselors reported some

part-time counseling experience.

The upper panel of Table 4.22 presents the number of summer and academic

year sessions of UB experience by project counselors. Well over half the

counselors had worked in at least one UB summer program, and about three-

fourths of the counselors had served in at least one academic year program.

The lower panel of Table 4.22 shows the number of years of experience that

project counselors had gained in counseling minority groups-or disadvan-

taged students prior to becoming UB staff members. Less than half the

counselors reported a year or more of such experience.15/

D. Summary of UB StaffTraining and Experience

The results presented in this section strongly indicate that UB staff

members were generally well educated and showed a good deal of involvement

with furthering their education. They were generally well trained for

their particular position in the UB program and showed evidence of continuing

15/
Again, the large proportion (57 percent) with less than a year's

experience may reflect the presence of college students who served as
tutor-counselors in the counselor category.
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Table 4.20

EXPERIENCE OF UB PROJECT INSTRUCTORS IN
RELATED INSTRUCTIONAL POSITIONS

A. Experience of UB Project Instructors with UB Summer and Academic
Year Programs,

Pro:ram Experiencea/

Summer Acadonic Year

WN b
7--

/ c/

None

One

Two

Three

Four

Five or more

Indeterminate
d/

e
Totals/-

6.7

30.4

18.3

12.6

10.3

17.8

3.9

100.0

201

905

545

373

306

527

116

2973

11

51

19

20

20

29

4

154

16.9

18.7

8.6

7.0

'. 5.6

9.5

33.8

100.0

504

553

757

208

165

282

lonl,

.2973

27

31

1,1

8

11

16

48

154

B. Years Experience Teaching Minority Groups or Disadvantaged
Students Prior to Work with UB

Years Experience a/ b/

Less than 1 .

1-2

3-4

5 or more

Indeterminatsd/

eTotals/-

43.1

21.1

8.3

26 9

0.7

100.0

1280

626

245

801

21

2973

65

32

14

42

1

154

NOTE: Table based on responses to PIQ questions 14.a and 15. For
approximate standard errors of percents, refer to Table 4.1,
column F.

a/
Imputations have been performed on these data.

b/
Percentages are based on weighted responses, adjusted for instrument

nonresponse.

c/
Numbers do not include instrument nonrespondents.

d/
This represents primarily item aonresoonse (i.e., failure to answer

an item), but also includes multiple responses, out-of-range responses,
and inconsistent responses.

e/
Weighted numbers and percentages may not total exactly due to rounding

error.
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Table 4.21

UB COUNSELORS YEARS OF COUNSELING EXPERIENCE
IN FULL-TIME AND PART-TIME POSITIONS

Years Experience

Full-Time Part-Time

% WN

None 12.6 150 8 6.5 76 7

Less than 1 11.5 136 7 21.4 253 15

1-2 28.9 342 24 16.7 198 15

3-4 10.4 123 13 6.7 80 6

5-9 9.3 110 10 14.7 174 13

10-14 12.4 147 12 1.3 15 1

15-30 0.0 -... -- 1.7 20 1

30 or more

cIndeterminate-/
0.0

14.9

--

176

--

10

0.7

30.4

8

359

1

25

Tota1sd/ 100.0 1184 84 100.0 1184 84

NOTE: Table based on responses to PCQ question 14. For approximate
standard errors of percents, refer to Table 4.1, column K.

a/
Percentages are based on weighted responses, adjusted for instrument

nonresponse.

b/
Numbers do not include instrument nonrespondents.

c/
This represents primarily item nonresporse (i.e., failure to answer

an item), but also includes multiple responses, out-of-range responses,
and inconsistent responses.

d/
Weighted numbers and percentages may not total exactly due to rounding

error.
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Table 4.22

EXPERIENCE OF UB PROJECT COUNSELORS IN
RELATED COUNSELING POSITIONS

A. Counseling Experience of UB Counselors in UB Projects

Program Experience

Summer Academic Year
ca b b

None
c

1-2/

2

3

4

5 or more

Indeterminate-
d/

e
Tota1sf

13.5

28.5

10.8

7.3

3.9

9.7

26.2

100.0

160

338

128

86

46

115

312

1184

14

19

9

6

3

12

21

84

8.5

36.2

13.6

5.7

0.6

20.8

14.6

100.0

101

429

161

68

7

246

173

1184

5

31

11

7

1

16

13

84

B. Number of Years Counseling Experience of UB Counselors with Minority
Groups of "Disadvantaged Students" Prior to Work with UB

'Years Experience % WN N-1 b

Less than 1

1-2

3-4

5 or more

Totals

57.4

245

8.5

9.6

100.0

679

290

100

114

1184

40

24

9

11

84

NOTE: Table based on responses to PIQ questions 15.a and 16. For
approximate standard errors of percents, refer to Table 4.1,
column K.

a/
Percentages are based on weighted responses, adjusted for instrument

nonresponse.

b/
Numbers do not include instrument nonrespondents.

c/
Category includes analysis imputations.

d/
This represents primarily item nonresponse (i.e., failure to answer

an item), but also includes multiple responses, out-of-range responses,
and inconsistent responses.

e/
Weighted numbers and percentages may not total exactly due to rounding

error.
1 6 9
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training in their content area. The level of education and training main-

tained by the project staff, and their continued efforts to further this

training and education, clearly suggest that sttdent participants in the UB

program were under the direction of capable and qualified project personnel.

These results are, of course, based on self-reported and unverified infor-

matic- about the staff members; however, observations made during site

visits also indicated that the program was served by highly qualified staff

mewbers. Moreover, program guidelines suggest (and observed practices

indicate that this suggestion is followed) that UB staff be recruited from

the staff of "feeder" high schools and host institutions, which would

typically produce a high level of training and formal education.

The reported results, as well as results of interviews during site

visitation, suggest that the ,UB staff possessed a good deal of practical

experience in their professional field of work; however, much of their

experience in working with poverty level and academic risk students seems

to haVe been gained while associated with the UB program. Lack of experi-

ence with the program on the part of some staff members is understandable

in light of: (1) the relatively short timespan that some projects had

1o:en in operation, and (2) a program policy that suggests tUrnover of one

third of the instructional staff every year. Although this suggestion of

rocating staff avoids problems of self-perpetuating mediocrity, it also

has potential for being counterproductive in terms of experience with the

target population students among UB staff members, particularly in light of

the finding that a good deal of such experience is gained only through

association with the program. During site visitation, project directors

expressed similar concerns.

IV. WORK ACTIVITIES AND WORKLOADS OF UB PROJECT STAFF

The particular activities to which the UB staff members allocated

their working time and the extent of the functions they performed are impor-

tant features of a national description of project staff. Fur this reason,

several items of the staff questionnaire were directed to this matte..
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This section describes the ways in which the UB project directors, in-

structors, and counselors allocated their time among project activities.

It also discusses the extent to which instructors and counselors were

employed by UB, the nature of their other employment, and their UB work-

loads and instructional practices.

A. Actual and Ideal Distribution of Time

An item in all staff questionnaires--
16/ asked respondents to distribute

100 percent of their UB working time among a list of activities (for both

the 1973 summer and 1973-74 academic year programs). Respondents were

asked to give not only the actual distribution of their time, but also the

distribution which they thought would be ideal, The results are presented

in terms of the median percent time spent on the activities (actual or

ideal) during the summer and academic year rrograms.121 Although medians

do not possess some of the desirable properties of means,18/-- they are less

affected by extreme values and for these data are considered to provide a

more realistic description of time allocation.

Table 4.23 presents the actual and ideal time allocation for project

directors. As shown in the table, the single activity taking up the great-

est proportion of the project directors' time dul'ing both the summer and

the academic year-was general administration (budget management, staff

supervision, report writing, etc.), requiring 40 percent of their time

during the summer and 35 percent during the academic year. The next most

time-consuming activity was counseling students, to which they devoted 15

percent and 10 percent ot their time during the summer and academic year,

respectively. The activity to which project directors devoted the least

16/ Question 18 of the PDQ, 26 of the PIQ, and 28 of the PCQ.

17/ The median percent of time spent on a given activity in; simply the
midpoint of the distribution nf percentages rported by the individual
staff members (i.e., that percentage value such that half of the responses
given are greater than that value and half are less than that value).

18/ Unlike arithmetic averages, meIn percentage values are not con-
strained to add to 100 percent even though individual response did account
for 100 percent of time. Further, the median difference of two variables
does not necessarily equal the difference betwc.an the respective medians
of the variables.
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time was instr-Lcting students (less than half a percent in each session).

All other activities required about 5 to 10 percent of the project directors'

time. In general, the proportions of time taken up by the various activities

were quite similar during the summer and academic year. These average

results are compatible with observations made during site visitation, but

considerable diversity of actual time allocation among projects was observed

both during site visits and in the questionnaire responses.

Actual and ideal time allocations for instructors are presented in

Table 4.24. It is seen that in both the summer and academic year programs,

the bulk of instructor time was spent, as expected, in teaching or tutoring

(the median reported percentage was 50 percent for the summer and 70 percent

for the academic year). The only other activities to- which the instructors

devoted a substantial proportion of their time in either session were

counseling students and conferring with teachers and other project staff.

The instructors spent less than three percent of their time on each of the

remaining activities. This finding is also in agreement with observations

and unstructured interviews with instructors during site visitation.

. The allocation of time by counselors is presented in Table 4.25. As

expected, the activity to which counselors devoted the greatest percent of

time, in either session, was counseling students. Individual and group

counseling, respectively, took up 18 and 10 percent of the counselors' time

in the summer and 20 and 10 percent in the academic year. Other summer

activities accounting for over 9 percent of the counselors' time included

teaching or tutoring and conferring with teachers and other UB staff.19/

In the academic year, these two activities were not as demanding; less than

1 percent of the counselors' time was devoted to teaching or tutoring, and

5 percent was spent conferring with UB staff. A broad diversity of counselor

activity was also reported in interviews with counselors during the site

visits; however, the proportion of time spent in actual counseling was

generally reported as greater than the median questionnaire reports. It is

19/
It may be because of the presence of tutor-counselors, who worked

primarily during the summer, among the counselor group that "teaching
or tutoring" accounted for this considerable median percent of counselors'
time.
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quite possible, however, that the inclusion of data from tutor-counselors

(who worked primarily during the summer) has distorted the questionnaire

results.

To this point, discussion has focused on the median percentages of

tide that the three staff groups,reported actually spending in a variety of

activities. A question of perhaps greater interest concerns whether the

staff members are spending their time in ways that they consider optimal.

While some insight into theme questions may be obtained from the reported

values in Tables 4.23 through 4.25, differences between medians will not

(except under unusual conditions) equal the median of individual differences.

To investigate whether the pruject directce:- , instructors, and counselors

allocated more (or less) time than they desired to any activity, the median

differences between the actual and ideal percents were determined for each

individual. For each respondent on each activity the difference of actual

minus ideal time allocation was computed, and the median of these individual

differences over staff members was then det-7\lined. For all activities,

across all three categories of staff, and for each program session, the

largest median difference (found for general administration by project

directors in the summer) was +4.6. All other median differences fell in

the range of -2.1 to 0.5. The small median differences indicate that there

was no trend among directors, instructors, or counselors to perceive any

of the listed activities as requiring more or less of their time than they

felt it shou1d.3-9/

The absolute ranges of the individual differences were, however,

relatively large. In most cases, the largest difference at oue extreme

20/
A median difference near 0 does not indicate that all project directors

spent their time in ways that nearly fit their ideal; rather it indicates
that there is no consistent trend among project staff in -..iewing a partic7
ular adtivity as either more demanding or less demanding cze; their time than
it should be. By definition of the median, half of the project directors
will show a differeuce of ideal and actual time ,.Lilocation greater than
the reported median difference and half will show a smaller difference.
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was '-25, and at the other, +27.-
21/

That is, for most activities in the

list, the greatest negative difference (a staff member reporting less time

than desired allocated to an activity) was -25 percentage points. And,

with few exceptions, the greatest positive discrepancy (a staff member

spending more time than desired on an activity) was +27 percentage points.

These differences, representing the extremes of the range, were usually

observed for very few staff members, and for nearly all activities, half of

the staff members showed differences no greater than about +8 percentage

points; and three-fourths exhibited differeaces no greater than +11 percent-

age points. Therefore, not only was there no consistent trend for any

listed activity to be regarded as requiring too much or too little of the

staff's time, but, for most staff members, the differences found between

actual and ideal time allocation were no larger than about 10 percentage

points.

In summary, project directors, instructors, and counselors all performed

a number of diverse activities in c=mon, especially counseling. Teaching

was another important shared activity, principally between instructors and
-

counselors. As would be expected, the greatest proportion of time within a

given staff category was spent in activities related to that particular

staff position (i.e., general administration for project directors, teaching

for instructors, and counseling for counselors). There was no consistent

trend for any of the three staff groups to report that they were, as a

group, allocating more or less time to any specific activity than they

thought ideal. There were some individual staff members reporting distri-

bution of tima among the specific activities in ways that were markedly

different from an ideal allocation, but for the majority of staff members

actual percent of time spent on an activity was discrepant from ideal time

allocation to that task by no more than 10 percentage points.

21/
The exceptions for directors was a range of -16 to 60 for general

administration in the summer. For instructors there were 7 exceptions,
with ranges of -30 to 40 for individual counseling and recordkeeping in
the summer, and parent conferences and recordkeeping in the academic year.
The other exceptions were summer teaching/tutoring (-45 to 65); and in the
academic year, orientation of students/staff (-91 to 5), and teaching/
tutoring (-24 to 90). For counselors, the 4 exceptions included; indi-
vidual counseling in the summer (-20 to 65) and in the academic year (-50
to 10); group counseling in the summer (-60 to 20); and writing in the
academic year (-5 to 35). 177
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B. Nature of UB Employment and Other Employment of Counselors and

Instructors

This subsection examines the extent to which UB counselors and instruc-

tors were employed by UB and the nature of any other employment of those

not employed full-time with the program. Table 4.26 presents the percentage

distribution of instructors by the number of hours they were employed by UB

weekly. During the 1973 summer.program, over half of the instructors were

employed full-time by UB, while in the 1973-74 academic year, over one-

third did not work for UB and another third were employed less than 10

hours per week. Table 4.27 shows the nature of the other employment of the

instructors who were not employed full-time by UB at the time of the survey

(spring 1974). Nearly. all had other employment, and most worked in other

teaching positions, especially in secondary schools (37 percent) and colleges

or universities (27 percent). Thus during the academic year, when many UB

projects do not offer regu?ar classes, most UB instructors were principally

occupied in teaching in secondary or postsecondary schools.

The situation among counselors is quite similar. Table 4.28 shows

that during the 1973 summer 2rogram, slightly more than half of the coun-

selors were full-time employees of UB, while one-fifth were not working for

UB. During the 1973-74 academic year, only one-fourth were working for Uri

full-time, over one-fifth were not employed by UB, and nearly one-third

were employed by UB for less than 10 hours per week.

Of the counselors who were not employed full-time by the program at

the time of the survey, at least half were otherwise employed, but another

one-fifth failed to answer th question, as seen in Table 4.29. Of those

who res2onded that they were employed, about two7thirds were employed in a

helping profession (as counselors, psychologists, social workers, etc.).

The 30 percent who reported that they were not employed outside of UB may

be primarily the college students serVing as tutor-counselors.

The results discussed in this subsection are supported by certain

findings of the site visits. Speciiically, there was more full-time employ-

ment of counselors and instructors in the summer rrogram Can in academic

year session, but some continuity of staff between the two sessions was

maintained (typically by summer staff serving in a part-time capacity
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Table 4.26

EXTENT OF UPWARD BOUND EMPLOYMENT OF INSTRUCTORS

Weekly Hours
of Employment

1973 Summer 1972-74

Z-

Academic

WN

Year

N-Z- WN N-b- /

Full-time 51.6 1534 79 5.0 148 7

30-39 8.7 260 14 0.8 23 1

20-29 7.7 230 12 0.7 20 2

10-19 12.2. 363 19 2.9 86 6

Less than 10 2.9 86 5 32.8 975 57

Not employedd/ - 7.5 224 15 37.8 1124 56

Indeterminated/- 9.3 276 10 20.0 597 25

-----0Total- 100.0 2973 154 100.0 273 154

NOTE: Table based on responses to PIQ question 16. For approximate
standard errors of percents, refer to.Table 4.1, column F.

21 Percentages are based on weighted responses, adjusted for instrument
nonresponse.

121 Numbers do not include instrument nonrespondr,-,:s.

c/
This category includes persons who were employed during only one

of the two sessions.

511 This represents primarily item nonresponse (i.e., failure to anzwer
an item), but also includes multiple responses, out-of-range responses,
and inconsistent responses.

21 Weighted numbers and percents may not total exactly due to rounding
error.

Table 4.:7

OTHER EMPLOYMENT OF TTFWARD BOUND INSTRUCTORS NOT EMPLOYED
FULL-TUE D1M...AG THE 1973-74 ACADEMIC YEAR

Other Employment a/
+-

No other employment 2.7 80 5

Teachers, elementary ichool 3.9 117 5

Teachers, secondary scbooi 36.8 1094 56

Teachers, vocational/technical school 0.5 16 1

Teachers, college/university 27.1 806 44

Teachers, ocher 7.1 212 11

Other
c/

Indeterminate-

10.9

10.9

323

326

20

12

d
Total 100.0 2973 154

NOTE: Table based on responses to ?IQ question 17. For approximate tandard
errors or percents, refer to Table 4.1, column F.

21 Percentages are based on weighted responses, adjusted forinstrument
nonresponse.

b/
Numbers do not include instrument nonresoondents.

This represents item nonresoonse (i.e., failure to answer an
item), but also multiple responses, out-of-range responses, and
inconsistent res

'll Weighted nt.w percntages may not total exactly due to rOund5ng
error.

179
4.40



Table 4.28

EXTENT OF UPWARD BOUND EMPLOYMENT OF COUNSELORS

Weekly Hours
of Employment

1973 Surma.. Program

WN .b/
lc-

197374
Year

s/
Z-

Academic
Program

UN
b/
N-

a/
Z-

Full-time 52.8 625 43 24.4 289 27

30-39 13.8 163 9 5.4 64 2

20-29 2.8 33 4 2.0 23 2

10-19 4.5 53 3 6.3 75 5

Less than 10
c

Not employed/ -
aIndeterminate/-

0.4

20.1

5.6

5

238

66

2

22

1

30.2

21.7

9.9

358

257

117

23

17

a

Total -t/ 100.0 1184 84 100.0 1184 84

NOTE: Table based on responses to PCQ question 17. For approximate
standard of errors of percents, refer to Table 4.1, Column K.

21 Percentages are based on weighted responses, adjusted for instrmient
nonresnonse.

b/- Nutlbers do not include instrument nonrespondents.

-5) This category includes persons who were employed during only one of
the two sessions.

d/- This represents primarily item nonresponse (i.e., failure to answer
an item), but also includes multiple responses, out-of-range responses,
and inconsistent responses.

e/
Weighted numbers and percentages may not total exactly due to

rounding error.

Table 4.29

OTHnR EMPLOYMENT OF UPWARD BOUND COUNSELORS NOT EMPLOYED
FULL-TLME DUR/NG THE 1973-74 ACADEMIC YEAR

Other Emplayment a/ b/

No-employment outside Upward Bound

Employed in "helping" profession
(counselor, psychologist, social
worker, etc.)

Other than helping profecsion

IndeterminateS/

29.7

31.8

18.1

20.4

351

377

215

242

la

32

12

22

d/
Total 100.0 1184 84

NOTE: Table based on responses to PCQ question 18. For approximate
standard errors'of percents, refer to Table 4.1, Column K.

a/
Percentages are based on weighted responses, adjusted for instrument

nonresponse.

b/
Numbers do not include instrument nonrespondent.s.

j This represents primarily item nonresponse (i.e., failure to answer
an item), but also includes multiple responses, out-of-range responses,
and inccnsistent responses.

d/- Weighted numbers and percentages may not total exactly due to rounding
error.
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during the academic year). Furthermore, the part-time staff members employed

by UB during the academic year seemed to be recruited primarily from the

ranks of those already employed in similar occupations.

C. Activities and Workloads of Insructors

This subsection examines the workloads of the UB instructors and their

instructional practi, es. The percentage distributions of the number of

classes taught by full-time and part-time instructors in the two sessions

of the program are presented in Table 4.30. During the 1973 summer pro-

gram, full-time instructors taught an average of 2.9 classes, while part-

time teachers averaged only slightly fewer classes, 2.4. During the academic

year (1973-74), full-time instructors taught an average of 2,2 classes

(although this statistic is based on only 7 respondents and thus has a

large standard error); part-time teachers taught an average of 2.6 classes.

The distribution of number of classes taught by full-time and part-

time instructors during both summer and academic year sessions reflects

considerable diversity in instructors' teaching loads. Almost 13 percent

of the full-time summer instructors reported teaching one class or less

while over 18 perceLt of the part-time instructors were teaching four or

more classes during the same period. While based on such small numbers

that the percentages tend to be unstable, the situation seems to be the

same during the academic year. Such results seem to reflect the previous

finding regarding allocation of instrucEor time to noninstructional

duties (see previous subsection).

Table 4.31 examines the extent to which instructors (part-time and

full-time) reported using selected instructional methods in their UB teach-

ing. .0f the practices included, the most popular was individualized instruc-

tion. Nearly all teachers used it to some degree, and over half reported

that they used it to a great extent. Other common practices which were

reportedly used to a "great extent" by 30 percent or more of the instructors

were seminars or clasL: discussion, open classrooms, and nongraded classes.

In contrast, relatively little use was made.of competitive and noncompetitive

grading systems, team teaching, or grouping students by ability. Smaller

proportions reported using those practices, and among those employing them,
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most reported a small or moderate extent of use. Thus, consistent with the

UB goals of motivating students to learn and strengthen their self-image,

the majority of the teachers gave individualized instruction, did not grade

students competitively, and often taught in open classrooms; however, they

also relied heavily on the more traditional methods of lectures and class

discussions, and to a lesser extent, on the use of instructional media and

programmed instruction.

D. Activities and Workload of Counselors

This subsection discusses the workload of the UB ccunsiors (in terms

of counseling contacts per week, length of counseling sessions, and number

of sessions per student) and the types of counseling conducted. Table 4.32

reports the median percentages of time, out of total student-contact time,

that counselors devoted to various student concerns or issues during the

1973 summer and i973-74 academic year programs. The median proportions of

the student-contact time-spent on a particular issue were in general quite

similar during the two sessions. Although standard errors were not computed

for these medians, the data indicate that more time was spent on matters

related to postsecondary entry, high school prrblems, and financial problems

during the academic year than in the summer.22/ In both sessions, entry

into four-year colleges, personal and family problems, social and situational

problems, hii7h school academic problems, and financial concerns accounted

for notable proportions of the counselors' tudent-contact time.

Table 4.33 presents the percentage distributions of full-time and

part-time counselors, by the average number of students counseled per week,

during the 1973 summer and 1973-74 academic :car programs. Except for

group counseling by full-time counselors, 14,;,1-J: students were counseled per

week during the summer than during che acadc year. During the summer,

the median number Of students counseled per week by full-time and part-time

counselors, respectively, were 16.3 and 16.2 in individual sessions, and

22/
The les:ier involvement with financial concerns during the summer pro-

gram may arise from the situation often discussed during the sita visits
that students who very much need to earn mciney do not enroll in -Ile summer
program.
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Table 4.32

MEDIAN PERCENTAGE OF COUNSELING TIME SPENT ON
VARIOUS STUDENT CONCERNS_

Areas of Counseling
1973 Summer

1973-74 Academic
Year

Career vocat.: .11 guidance, jobplace,
etc. 4.8 5Z

.

Four-year college entrance 10.8 14.5

Two-year college entrance 3.4 5.1

Postsecondary education other than
2 or 4 year cone, a 0.5 3.1

Personal & family problems 10.4 10.1

Social/situational problems 9.8. 8.5

High school attendance 0.5 5.5

High school academic choices 4.8 5.0

High school academic problems 9.8 10.0'

Financial concerns 5.1 9.6

Other 0.3 0.2

Number of cases (weighted)- 771 781

Number of cases (unweighted) b/
56 63

NOTE: This table is based on responses to PCQ question 24. Medians
are based on weighted responses, adjusted for instrument non-
response. Adjustments for indeterminate responses to each item
(item nonresponse, multiple or incunsistent responses) were not
made; reported values were computed for subset of determinate
responses only and were; further restricted to the counselors
responding that they did counseling in ea-J1 session. Standard
errors were not computed for these data.

La Median percents are not constrained to sum to 10C, even though
individuals' responses did account for 100 percent of their time.

b/
The number of respondents on which median values were computed.
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Table 4.33

NUMBERS OF DIFFERENT STIMENTS COUNSELED PER WEEK IN INDIVIDUAL
AND GROUP consrlING SESSIONS BY FULL-TIME AND PART-TIME COUNSELORS

Average Number of
Students Cduuseled

Per Week

Individual Counseling II Grout, Counseling

Full-cime Counselors Part-time Counselors Full-cime Counselors Part-t4me Counselors

...Pi

-
w?; N12/ Z1/ UN

b/
N- el WN b/

N.-
a/

Z-- WN
b/
N-

Summer (1973)

-- -- -- -- 5.1 32 3 -- -- --None

Fewer than 10 28.5 178 9 19.6 50 3 30.3 189 9 11.4 29 3

10-19 30.4 190 16 31.8 81 7 16.5 103 5 36.2 92 4

20-29 4.2 26 3 22.0 56 2 12.2 76 7 9.0 23 2

30-39 13.3 83 7 5.5 14 1 5.3 33 3 5.5 14 1

40-49 8.5 53 2 -- -- -- 6.9 43 4 5.1 13 1

50-59 8.2 51 2 -- -- 1.3 8 1 1.9 5 1

60-69 2.2 14 2 -- -- 1.1 7 1 -- -- --

70 or more
c

Not applicable/ -

--

2.0

--

12

--

1

--

17.6

--

45

--

3

12.8

3.2

80

20

6

2

--

27.2

--

69

--

4

IadeceroinateV . 2.7 17 1 3.5 9 1 5.1 32 2 3 5 9 1

Total-
e/

100.0 624 43 100.0 255 17 100.0 623 43 100.0 254 17

Academic Year (19/3-74)

None 3.1 9 1 -- -, -- 5.5 16 2 18.3 95 3

Fever than 10 44.3 128 11 69.4 361. 17 31.6 91 11 33.3 173 8

10-19 26.4 -111 10 10.4 54 6 5.2 15 1 3.8 20 2

20-29 3.5 10 1 1.5 8 1 27.2 79 5 9.4 49 4

.30-39 2.1 6 1 5.8 30 1 2.8 8 1 8.1 42 4

40-49 -- -- -- -- -, 8.7 25 1 -- -- --

50-59 -- -- -- -- -- 8.6 25 3 -- -- --

60-69 4. 13 -' -- -- -- 8.2 24 2 3.6 19 3

70 or more -- -- -- -- 2.1 6 1 -- --
,.:/

Not applicable- -- -- -- 5.0 26 2 -- -- -- 9.7 51 3

Indecerminateci/ 4.1 12 1 7.9 41 4 --- ..... 14.0 73 5

e
Tota1/- 100.0 289 27 100.0 520 32 100.0 289 27 100.0 520 32

NOTE: Table based on response t...) PCQ question 17 and PCQ question 25. Refc.. to Table 4.1 for approximate
standard errors of percents; for full-time summer counselors, refer to column J; for part-time summer coun-
;:mlors, refer to column for full-time academic year counselors, refet to column G; for part-time academic
year counselors, refer to column I.

al Percentages are based on weighted respons,s, adjusted for instrument nonresponse.

iTumbers do not include instrument notresnoLdents.

El
Counselors who responded that they did not perform counseling during this session are included as "not

applicable".
d/- This represents primarily item nonresoonse (i.e., failure to answer an item), but alsc .Includes multiple-
responses, out-of-range responses, and inconsistent responses.
e/- Weighted numbers and percentages may not toral exactly due to rounding error.
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17.3 and 16.4 in groups. During the academic year, the median numoers of

students per full-time and part-time counselor, respectively, were 10.1 and

6.3 in individual counseling, and 22.9 and 3.8 ir group counseling. The

load in group counseling by full-time counselors during the academic

year may be inflated by group meetings held at high schools..

Table 4.34 displays the percentage distributions of full-time and

part-ttme counselors, by the average length of counseling sessions in

individual and group situations, for the 1973 summer and 1973-74 academic

year programs. In all cases, full-time counselors reported holding some-

what longer sessions than,part-time counselors. But the average session

length, compared within full-ttme or part-time status and within individual

or group counseling, did not differ between the summer and academic year

programs. Full-time counselors reported median lengths of individual

counseling sessions during the summer and academic year to be 28.8 and 30.2

minutes, respectively; the analogous medians for part-ttme counselors were

22.4 and 21.4 minutes. The median lengths of group counseling sessions by

full-time counselors for the summer and academic year were 42.0 and 39.0

minutes, respectively. The analogous session lengths for part-time

counselors were 26.9 and 26.0.

Table 4.35 presents the percentage distributions of full-time and

part-time counselors, by their estimates of the average number of sessions

they had counseled the same UB student during the 1973 summer and 1973-74

academic years. Most full-time and part-time counselors reported that they

saw a student in two to four counseling sessions during both the summer and

academic year. The median numbers of sessions held with a student in the

summer, by full-time and part-time counselors were 3.7 and 2.5, respectively.

The analogous medians'in the academic year were 3.7 and 3.9.

Because Tables 4.32 through 4.35 were based on the counselors' own

estimates of their average workloads and average distribution of time on

various kinds of activities, they may be subject to considerable error.

But assuming that the estimates are reasonably accurate in the aggregate,

they present a picture of counselor's busy in other activities besies

counseling (which is consistent with other results reported in this section),

187

4.4E'



T
a
b
l
e
 
4
.
3
4

A
V
E
R
A
G
E
 
L
E
N
G
T
H
 
)
F
 
C
O
U
N
S
E
L
1
H
G
 
S
E
S
S
I
O
N
 
I
N
 
I
N
D
I
V
I
D
U
A
L
 
A
N
D
 
G
R
O
U
P
 
C
O
U
N
S
E
L
I
N
G

S
E
S
S
I
O
N
S
 
B
Y
 
C
U
L
L
-
T
I
M
E
 
A
N
D
 
T
A
R
T
-
T
l
U
E
 
C
O
U
N
S
E
L
O
R
S

_

A
v
e
r
a
g
e
 
L
e
n
g
t
h
 
o
f

C
o
u
n
s
e
l
i
n
g
 
S
e
s
s
i
o
n

i
n
d
i
v
i
d
u
a
l

T
7

N
-

C
o
u
n
s
e
l
i
n
g
P
a
c
t
-
t
i
m
e

_
_
-
-
_
4
,

C
r
o
u
p
 
C
o
u
n
s
e
l
i
n
g

F
u
l
l
-
t
i
m
e

r
P
a
r
t
-
t
i
m
e

F
u
l
l
-
t
i
m
e

a
/

%
-
-

W
 
N

o
f

e
l

U
N

I
)
/

l
i
-

'
a
l

N
I
I
 
f

S
u
m
m
e
r
 
P
v
o
g
r
a
m
 
1
.
1
9
7
5

1
5
 
m
i
n
,
 
o
r
 
l
e
s
s

4
.
0

2
5

3
2
3
.
1

5
9

5
6
.
2

3
9

3
3
.
1

B
1

1
6
 
t
o
 
3
0
 
m
i
n
.

5
1
.
2

3
2
0

2
1

3
2
6
.
3

6
7

5
2
1
.
3

1
3
3

9
3
6
.
6

9
3

6

3
1
 
t
o
 
4
5
 
m
l
n
.

3
1
.
2

1
9
5

1
2

3
.
1

8
1

2
3
.
0

1
4
4

I
D

1
9
.
7

5
0

4

M
o
r
e
 
t
h
a
n
 
4
5
 
m
i
n
.

U
.
9

5
6

5
1
6
.
5

4
2

1
3
8
.
4

2
4
0

1
5

-
-
-

-
-
-

-
-
-

N
o
t
 
a
p
p
l
i
c
a
b
l
e
c
/
 
-

1
.
9

1
2

1
2
7
.
4

7
0

4
6
.
4

4
0

4
3
7
.
0

9
4

5

1
n
d
e
l
e
r
m
i
n
a
t
e
-

2
.
7

1
7

1
3
.
5

9
1

4
.
6

2
9

2
3
.
5

9
i

e
T
o
t
a
l
7-

-
7
-
-
-
-

1
0
0
.
0

6
1
5

4
3

1
0
0
.
0

2
5
5

1
7

1
0
0
.
0

6
2
5

4
3

1
0
0
.
0

2
5
4

1
7

A
c
a
d
e
m
i
c
 
Y
e
a
r
(
1
9
7
3
-
7
4

1
5
 
m
i
n
 
o
r
 
l
e
s
s

1
6
.
5

4
8

6
2
9
.
6

2
5
4

9
2
.
0

l
i

1
2
2
.
5

1
1
7

6

1
6
 
t
o
 
3
0
 
m
l
n
.

3
5
.
2

1
0
2

1
2

4
1
.
5

2
1
6

1
1

2
6
.
5

7
6

9
2
5
.
9

1
3
5

7

3
1
 
t
o
 
4
5
 
m
i
n
.

3
3
.
6

9
7

7
1
5
.
7

8
2

5
3
6
.
9

1
0
7

7
2
3
.
1

1
2
1
,

8

M
o
r
e
 
t
h
a
n
 
4
5
 
m
i
n
.

c
N
o
t
 
a
p
p
l
I
c
a
b
l
e
f

d
f

i
n
d
e
t
e
r
m
i
n
a
t
e
-

2
4
.
7

-
-
-

-
_
_

4
2

-
-
-

_
_
_

2

-
-
-

-
-
-

2
.
1

5
.
6

5
.
6

1
1

2
9

2
9

2 2 3

3
1
.
8

2
.
3

-
.
-

9
2 7

-
-
-

9 1

_
_
_

8
.
1

1
G
.
4

4
.
0

4
2

6
5

2
1

5 4 2

/

T
e
t
a
1
 
-
g
'

1
0
0
.
0

2
8
9

2
7

1
0
0
.
0

5
2
0

3
2

1
C
0
.
0

2
8
9

2
7

1
0
0
.
0

5
2
0

3
2

i

N
O
M
 
T
a
b
l
e
 
b
a
s
e
d
 
o
n
 
r
e
s
p
o
n
s
e
s
 
t
o
 
P
a
l
 
q
u
e
s
z
i
o
n
 
1
7
 
a
n
d
q
u
e
s
t
i
o
n
 
2
6
.

R
e
f
e
r
 
t
o
 
T
a
b
l
e
 
4
.
1
 
f
o
r
 
a
p
p
r
o
x
i
m
a
t
e

s
t
a
n
d
a
r
d
 
e
r
r
o
r
s
 
o
f
 
p
e
r
c
e
n
t
s
;
 
f
o
r
 
f
u
l
l
-
t
i
m
e

s
u
m
m
e
r
 
c
o
u
n
s
e
l
o
r
s
,
 
r
e
f
e
r
 
t
o
 
c
o
l
u
m
n
 
d
;
 
f
o
r
 
p
a
r
t
-
t
I
m
e

s
u
m
m
e
r

c
o
u
n
s
e
l
o
r
s
,
 
r
e
f
e
r
 
t
o
 
c
o
l
O
m
n
 
U
;
 
f
o
r
 
f
u
l
l
-
t
i
m
e
 
a
c
a
d
e
m
i
c

y
e
a
r
 
c
o
u
n
s
e
l
o
r
s
,
 
r
e
f
e
r
 
t
o
 
c
o
l
u
m
n
 
0
;
 
f
o
r
 
p
a
r
t
-
t
i
m
e

a
c
a
d
e
m
i
e
 
y
e
a
r
 
c
o
u
n
s
e
l
o
c
s
,
 
r
e
f
e
r
 
t
o
 
c
o
l
u
m
n
 
I
.

1
-
/

P
e
r
c
e
n
t
a
g
e
s
 
a
r
e
 
b
a
s
e
d
 
o
n
 
w
e
i
g
h
t
e
d
 
r
e
s
p
o
n
s
e
s
,
 
a
d
j
u
s
t
e
d
 
f
o
r

i
n
s
t
r
u
m
e
n
t
 
n
o
n
r
e
s
p
o
n
s
e
.

I
I
I

N
u
m
b
e
r
s
 
d
o
 
n
o
t
 
I
n
c
l
u
d
e
 
I
n
s
t
r
u
m
e
n
t
 
n
o
u
r
e
s
p
o
n
d
e
n
t
s
.

C
o
u
n
s
e
l
o
r
s
 
w
h
o
 
r
e
s
p
e
i
d
e
d
 
t
h
a
t
 
t
h
e
y
 
d
i
d
 
n
o
t
 
p
e
r
f
o
r
m
 
c
o
u
n
s
e
l
i
n
g

d
u
r
i
n
g
 
t
h
i
s
 
s
e
s
s
i
o
n
 
a
r
e
 
i
n
c
l
u
d
e
d
 
a
s

"
n
o
t
 
a
p
p
l
i
c
a
b
l
e
"
.

I
I
)

T
h
i
s
 
r
e
p
r
e
s
e
n
t
s
 
p
r
i
m
P
r
I
l
y
 
I
t
e
l
s
 
n
o
u
r
e
s
p
o
n
s
e
 
(
i
.
e
.
,
 
f
a
i
l
u
r
e

t
o
 
a
n
s
w
e
r
 
a
n
 
I
t
e
m
)
,
 
b
u
t
 
a
l
s
o
 
I
n
c
l
u
d
e
s

m
u
l
t
i
p
l
e
 
i
e
s
p
o
n
s
e
s
,
 
o
u
t
-
o
f
-
r
a
n
g
e
 
r
e
s
p
o
n
s
e
s
,
 
a
n
d

i
n
c
o
n
s
i
s
t
e
n
t
 
r
e
s
p
o
n
s
e
s
.

W
e
i
g
h
t
e
d
 
n
u
m
b
e
r
s
 
a
n
d
 
p
e
r
c
e
n
t
a
g
e
s
 
m
a
y
 
n
o
t
 
t
o
t
s
.
 
e
x
a
c
t
l
y
 
d
u
e

t
o
 
r
o
u
n
d
i
n
g
 
e
r
r
o
r
.



Table 4.35

AVERAGE NUMER OF C,719NSELING SESSIONS Hr-D WITH A
t:IVEN UPWARD BOUM STUDENT

,-_

Average Number fo

Counseling Sessions

Full -time Coanselors Part-time Counselors

.%-E/ WIT
b/
N- %a/- UN

b/N-

Summer (1973)

One 1.2 a 1 -- -- --

Two 16.0 100 6 18.5 47 3

Three 20.9 131 a 40.1 102 s

Four 14.0 87 9 8.7 22 2

Five 13.1 82 5 3.1 8 1

Six 10.5 66 4 5.5 14 1

Seven 7.3 46 4 --

T:ight or more 13.7 86 4 -- -- --

Not applicable-
c/

3.3 20 2 20.5 52 4

Indeterminated/- -- -- -- 3.5 9 1

eTota1/- 100.0 626 43 100.0 2_14_7 17

Academic Yearj1973 -74)

One 2.6 a 1 8.3 43 2

Two 9.7 28 3 1.5 8 1

Three 14.1 41 6 19.4 101 7

Four 36.0 104 7 18.8 91; s

Five 10.1 29 3 4.8 25 1

SiN 2.0 6 1 5.4 28 '-Seven-- -- -- -- -- --

Eight or more 25.5 74 6 32.1 167 10

Not applicable-
ci

-- -- -- 5.6 29 2

Indeterminate=1" -- -- -- 4.0 I 21 2

e
Tota1/- 100.0 289 27 0 520 32

_I

NOTE: Tabled based on responses to PCO. questions 17 and 27. Refer to Table
4.1 for appnoximate standard errors of perctnts; for full-time summer counselors,
refer to culutul ,7; for rart-tire summer counselors, refer to column H; for
full-time academic year counselors, refer to column G; part-time academic
year counselors, refer to column I.
a/- Percentages are based on weighted responses, adjusted for instrument
ncnresoonse.
h/- Numbers do not include instrument nonrespondencs.
c/- Counselors uho responded that they did not hold cou7-seling sessions are
included as "not applicable".
1/

This represents primarily item nonresoonse (i.e., failure to answer an item),
buc also includes multiple responses, out-of-range responses, and inconsistent
responses.
e/- Weighted numbers and percentages may not total exactly due to rounding
error.
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and within their counseling function, rather harried. Full-time counselors

in the 1973 summer, for example, estimated that they spent a median of

somewhat less than hnif an hour (28 minutes) on each individual counseling

session, arid that they saw 16 students per week in such ..3essions.

V. UB PROJECT STAFF ATTITUDES TOWARD

EDUCATION AND UB STUDENTS

A. Goals of Education

An item common to all staff questionnaires-23/- reqsted respondents to

impose a weak ordering, within their philosophy of education, on 14 educa-

tional goals. These data were analyzed, after certain response impute-

tions,24/ and are presented in Tables 4.36 through 4.38 for project direc-

tors, instructors, and counselors, respectively. For purposes of presenta-

tion,: the weak orders were grou:ad into three response categories--"more

important" (top two categories of ordering), "moderately important" (middle

category of uzdering), and "less important" (lowest two categories of
25/

ordering).---

The tables show that 84 rercent, 61,percent, and 53 percent of the

directors, instructors, and counselors, respectively, ratet.: giving th,,

student 1. solid grasp of fundamentals as being more important. Helping the

student feel important as a person was rated more important by 61 percent,

77 percent, and 80 percent, respectively. Developing the student's enthusiasm

for learni;-g was also rated by the members of the three staff positions as

a more important goal of education. Thete is agreement among the three

22/ Question 23 of the PDQ, question 29 of the PIQ, and question 30 of
the PCQ (see Appendix D).

24/
Responses to this item were forced into symmetric distribution suil

th the respondent ranked 2 items as "most important," 3 items as "more
impov int," and 4, 3, and 2 items as "Important," "less important," and
"least Important," respectively. Imputations involved assigning the average
of omitted rankings to subitem nonresponses and forcing responses into the
desired distributions, when respondents failed to follow the imposed
ordering scheme. These imputations are defined in detail in Appendix E.

25/
The labels assigned to responses are, of course, relative to the other

educational goals presented and do not reflect importance in an ab:4olute
sense.
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Table 4.38

UB PROJECT COUNSELORS' RATINGS OF GOALS W/THIN THEIR PHILOSOPHY OF EDUCATION

Educational Go.as

IIIIMI?-TIIEAPallr
.-/ WN zb/

Less I ortantA.
Ns! b/

Z.-

Help student feel important 80.0 948 66 12.6 150 9 5.5 64 7
Help student learn to make choices 54.1 641 54 28.1 334 18 15.9 189 10
Develop expectations of success 49.5 568 44 36.4 432 25 12.2 144 13

_.Develop student's self-control 12.5 148 13 28.5 337 23 57.1 677 41
Increase student's sense of control
over his environment 26.1 309 23 21.6 257 19 50.4 597 40

Develop enthusiasm for learning 68.1 807 55 22.7 269 18 7.4 87 9
Solid grasp of fundamental skills 53.3 631 49 29.5 351 20 15.4 181 13
Develop language skills (for those with

non-English speaking backgrounds) 10.7 127 7 24.7 292 21 62.8 742 54
Develop student's sense of ethnic

pride 25.0 298 17 26.1 309 22 47.1 557 43
Involving parents 10.9 129 13 25.0 296 25 62.3 738 44
Develop student's ability to
work cooperatively with others 28.7 341 20 45.1 533 40 24.3 289 22

Develop student's respect for
others 29.3 346 22 30.5 361 28 38.5 455 32.

Increasing student's effectiveness
in dealing with authority figures 10.8 128 9 27.0 321 20 60.4 715 53

Improving study habits 27.7 328 19 47.8 567 44 22.7 261 19

NOTE: Table based on responses to PCQ question 30. Imputations were performed on these data. On a five-pointscale, more important represents 1-2.49;
important represents 2.50-3.50; and less Important represents3.51-5.0. For approximate standard errors of percents, refer to Table 4.1, column K.

-41 There were tuo complete item
nonresponses; thus percentages add to 93, WN add tio 1163, and N add to 82,within rounding error.

.b/

c/

Percentages are based on w*ighted responses, adjusted for instrument nonresponse.

Numbers do not include lnotrument nonresoonse.

193

4.54



staff categories that increasing the student's effectiveness in dealing

with authority figures was not too important. Only 8 percent of the

directors, and 11 percent of the instructors and counselors rated this goal

as more important. Clearly, the tables indicate an extremely high degree

of agreement and similarity in the staff members' aggregate ratings of the

goals.

To measure the relation among the three rankings of the 14 goals of

education, the median of the weak orderings were used to describe the

aggregate order of importance of the goals within each staff category.
26/

Ihe medians were then ranked from lowest to highest. Table 4.39 presents

the ranked median orderings of goals of education by the project staff.

When three sets of rankings are obtained, one may determine the association

among them by using the Kendall coefficient of concordance.11-/ As a tech-

nique designed to determine the agreement among several judges or the

association among several variables, it provides a measure of association

based upon rankings. Kendall's coefficient of ,.-...oncordance for the three

rankings given in Table 4.39 is .90, and a coefficient of thia magnitude

would occur by chance less than 1 time in 1,000 if, in fact, there was no

relationship. Such strong agreement among the proiect directors, instruc-

tors, and counselors concerning goals of education suggests that UB staff

members were similarly directed concerning program goals.

Although the data presented reflects on national agreement among staff

categories, the same strong agreement among staff as to program mission was

observed at the project level during site visitations, Generally, staff

members agreed that the more important goals of education were developing

the student's enthusiasm for learning, helping students to feel important,

and providing students with a solid grasp of fundamental skills.

26/
The median is that value in the range of ordered responses to a vari-

able such that 50 percent of the respones are greater than the median and
50 percent are smaller. The medians in this case were obtained by assigning
the values of 1 through 5 to the 5 original "importance" categories, from
"most important" to "least important."

27/
A brief discussion of the Kendall coefficient of concordance is avail-

able in Appendix G. More detailed descriptions can be obtained from any
introductory text on nonparametric statistics. See, for example, S. Siegal,
Nonparametric Statistics for the Behavioral Sciences. New York: McGraw-
Hill, 1956.
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B. Perce tion of UB Students

An item in each staff question1aire28/-- requested respondents to rate

the UB students in their project along several dimensions. The results are

presented in Tables 4.40 through 4.42. Only students' peer relations and

student creativity were rated good to excellent by more than half of the

project directors, instructors, and counselors. Although there was variatf.on

among the various staff categories, project participants were seen as being

good to excellent in general academic ability by from about one-fourth to

one7third of the staff members. Student attitudes toward school and toward

authority were generally seen as being only poor to fair, though slightly

more average in the eyes of instructors. (The instructors may have had a

more realistic reference point for such ratings as a result of teaching

other students in either the high school or college.)

To examine the relationship among ratings by the three staff cate-

gories, the median ratings were determined and ranked to describe the order

of the ratings of students along different attribute dimensions.29/ Table

4.43 presents the ranked median ratings of students for each staff category.

Kendall's rank correlation coefficient (tau) provides a measure of the

degree of association or correlation between two sets of ranks.-3-0/ The

Kendall tau value was .71 for rankings by directors and instructors, .60

for directors and counselors, and .90 for instructors and counselors. None

of these described relationships would occur by chance more than 5 times in

1,000 if, in fact, no relationship existed.

Project directors, instructors, and counselors strongly agree in the

order cl aggregate ratings of the several attributes of UB students. It

can be seen from Table 4.43 that all three staff categories perceived the

students to be most proficient in peer relations and creativity, and

28/
Item 34 of the PDQ, item 35 of the PIQ, and item 34 of the PCQ (see

Appendix D),

29/
The medians were based on a scale of 1 (for "poor") to 5 (for "excellent").

32/
Because the student attribute of "responsibility" was omitted from the

instructor's questionnaire, a coefficient of concordance was not calculable.
A brief discussion of Kendall's tau is given in Appendix G. More detailed
discussion can be obtained in introductory texts on nonparametric statistics.
See, for example, S. Siegal, Nonparametric Statistics for the Behavioral
Sciences. New York: McGraw-Hill, 1956.
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student general academic ability was rated around average by all staff

categories. Student attitudes toward authority and toward school were seen

by project directors, instructors, and counselors as ranking lowest, but

student attitude toward lif:e was ranked high. All three types of staff

also perceived the students' self-concepts to be relatively poor. It is

interesting that the students, as perceived by the staff, showed positive

outlooks toward life, but negative attitudes toward school and authority;

yet the staff also secmed to agree that increasing student effectiveness in

dealing with authority figures (Tables 4.36 through 4.39) was of relatively

low importance, as compared to other educational goals.

C. Instructors' Perceptions of the Importance of Several Aspects of

Instruction

Table 4.44 shows how instructors perceived the importance of different

aspects of teaching as determined from a question requesting them to

impose a weak ordering of the relative importance of fifteen aspects of

their teaching. For the purpose of presentation, the weak orders have been

grouped into three response categories: "more important," "moderately

important," and "less important.
01/

The table shows that encouraging the

students to become involved was rated more important by 60 percent of the

project instructors. Both giving students praise and affection and answer-

ing students' questions were seen by more than 50 percent of the instructors

as being more important. Perceived as less important by project instruc-

toro were the use of disciplinary measures to discourage inappropriate

bei:avior (82 percent), and using rewards to shape behavior (69 percent).

Also seen as not very Important were establishing a clear time structure

and working with parents (rated more important by only 6 and 4 percent of

the instructors, respectively).

Generally, project instructors viewed such aspects of teaching as

encouraging the students to become involved, talking with students, and

encouraging the students to make choices as being of most importance in

31/
The groupings were obtained in a manner analogous to that used with

staff members' ordering of eiucational goals, which has been described in
subsection A.
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their teaching. The instructors viewed their instructional activities in

the same light as they viewed educational goals. For example, as seen

earlier in Table 4.37, 77 percent of the instructors perceived helping the

student feel important as being more important, and 53 percent thought that

helping the student to learn to make choices was more important. Thus, the

educational philosophy of the instructors (which is very similar to that of

other staff members) appears to be congruent with their ideas of the important

aspects of instruction in the UB program.

VI. SIMMRY

This chapter has examined a large number of attributes of the staff

members of regular UB projects (excluding veteran and demonstration projects)

in coterminous United States during program year 1973-74. The national

estimates of the characteristics and activities of staff members, were'

based on data gathered in survey questionnaires, which for the most part,

ware not verified with other data sources. Major topics addressed in this

chapter were the demographic and background characteristics of the UB

project directors, instructors, and counselors, their training and experi-

ence, their UB activities, and their attitudes toward educational programs

and their students. A table of generalized standard errors was provided to

aid in interpretation of questionnaire results, and impressions gained

during site visitation were used to augment and aid in interpretation of

the tabular data.

Although project directors as a group were slightly older than instruc-

tors and counselors, most staff members were young (age 35 or less).

Nearly all firoject directors were male, while over half of the instructors

and counselors were also male. The greatest proportion of project directors

were black (47 percent), while the greatest proportions of instructors and

counselors were white (55 and 42 percent, respectively). These ethnic and

sex representations are not proportional to the ethnicity representation of

UB students, who are predominantly black (by about 60 percent) and female

(about 55 percent).
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Most staff members repo)ted having lived in cities during their youth'

(through the high school years), and even more reported residing in cities

for most of their lives since high school. The staff reported their parents

as being moderately well educated, their fathers as being predominately

laborers or service workers, and their mothers as being primarily homemakers,

laborers, or service workers. A sizable minority of fathers-and mothers,

however, were reported to hold professional or managerial positions. Since

a staff member with a background similar to the population of students

served hz;s the potential for a better understanding of those students,

there are arguments for a better matching of staff and student background.

In general, all three types of UB staff were found to be well trained,

with considerable experience in their professional fields, but with less

previous experience in working with disadvantaged students. Among project

directors, 75 percent reported having obtained an advanced college degree,

as did 68 percent of the instructors and 48 percenE of the counselors.

About a third of the members within each of the three staff categories

reported that they were enrolled in continuing formal education at the time

-of the survey. Academic course work on the part of instructors and counselors

was in their professional area. Reported results also indicated that UB

staff members had gained a good deal of practical experience in their

professional field; however, in the majority of cases, their experience in

working with disadvantaged students had been gained primarily as a result

of their work with the UB program.

Over half of the instructors and counselors were employed full-time by

UB during the 1973 summer, whereas less than a quarter were employed full-

time during the 1973-74 academic year. At the time of the survey (spring

1974), a large proportion of those not employed full-time by UB were other-

wise employed, primarily in teaching and helping professions. The staff

reported heavy workloads which included a number of diverse functions.

Some of the functions, especially teaching and counseling, were shared by

all three types of staff. Some staff members.saw the allocation of their

time among various activities to be quite discrepant from what they should

ideally be doing. There was no consistent trend, however, for any of the

three staff groups to report that they were allocating more or less time
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than desired to any of a number of specified functions, and about two-

thirds of the staff saw their time actually allocated in ways that were

within 10 percent of what they thought would be ideal.

Both full-time and part-time instructors reported teaching from two to

three classes, on the average, during both the summer and academic year

program. This lack of differentiation in class load for full- and part-

time instructors is pr ,ction of the diversity of tasks that

instructors reported th UB program philosophy, T instruc-

tors used individualizL Actional methods, taught in open -srooms,

and did not use competitive grading systems; however, the instructors did

rely heavily on some of the more traditional methods.

Counselors reported a fairly heavy counseling workload on the average.

Full-time counselors reported counseling slightly fewer than 20 students

per week in the summer and slightly more than 10 students per.week in the

academic year, in individual sessions alone. In group sessions, full-time

counselors saw, on the average, about 20 students per week in the summer

and about 25 per week during the academic year. Part-time counselors

reported somewhat lighter loads. The area of counseling to which both

full- and part-time counselors devoted the greatest percent of their time

during both summer and academic year programs was four-year college entry.

Among the three staff categories, staff member's were in agreeMent

concerning educational philosophy, agreeing that developing students'

feeling of importance, enthusiasm for learning, and fundamental skills were

the most-important educational goals. The staff members were also in

agreement in their views of the UB students, rating them highest in peer

relations and creativity, and lowest in self concept.and their attitudes

toward school and authority. It is interesting to note that while the

staff rated UB students as poorest in terms of their attitudes toward

school and authority, they also reported that the goal of improving the

students' attitude toward authority as one of their least important edu-

cational goals.
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Chapter 5

Characteristics of Upward Bound Projects

I. GENERAL

The purpose of Chapter 5 is to describe the structure end function of

UB projects in the coterminous Unite,' State In program year 1973-74. The

unit of analysis is the project, rather than Individual staff members. In

the previous chapter, characteristics of uLaff members were described,

based on individual members' responses, but, in the present chapter, char-

acteristics of projects, as represented by responses of staff members

within each project, will be described. To create the required project

units of analysis, responses of counselors from a given project were aver-

aged to form one value for all counselors in that project. Answers of

instructors in a project were similarly treated to yield one mean valuee-1 /

Because each project had only one director, no such aggregation was necessary.

In this chapter, more than any other, impressions from site visits

will be presented. While the questionnaire data can stand alone, inter-

views conducted and observations made during site visitations provided data

which directly relate to project structure and function and which may be

used to provide insights not possible from the responses to the structured

questionnaire items. Certain aspects of project operation and certain

unique practices had not been anticipated during instrumentation, and were,

therefore, not covered by the questionnaires. Other aspects of project

1/
Since sampling weights were identical for all the counselors within a

project, weighted and unweighted means yield the same value. The weights
for all instructors in a project were also identical. The use of a measure
of dispersion, in addition to the average response, was anticipated to
investigate a different set of questions, to study the extent to which
instructors or counselors in the same project varied in their answers to
the same questions, as measured across all projects. In projects where
only one instructor or counselor responded to an item, there was no vari-
ability. Hence, a measure of within project variability could.be computed
only for projects with at least two respondents of the same staff category
to an item. Because only about half of the projects had more than one
responding counselor, a measure of within project variability was not
available for e sufficient number of projects. Such a measure was computed
for instructors and analysis was undertaken, but did not reveal any note-
worthy patterns. Hence these results are not presented.

5.1
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operation which had been anticipated were not covered in the staff instru-

ments in the interest of maintaining instruments of manageable size.

Nonetheless, these aspects of the UB program were observed in the UB

programs that were visited, and they will be reported to give a flavor to

the program description which is not possible from the questionnaire

responses alone. It may be argued successfully that the information gained

during site visits provides an unrepresentative picture of the program,

since with such a small sample size (15 projects) it is most unlikely that

the visited projects are representative of the population. It should be

pointed out, howe-

namely the bi' VI

naire developmt

that questionnaire results also reflect a bias,

le selection which was introduced during question-

items included in the various staff questionnaires

reflected what the RTI staff had determined g priori to be the important

aspects in describing program structure and operation. During the site

visits, the importance of most of these aspects was verified, but it also

became evident that some other unmeasured aspects were equally or more

important. The mix of results presented in this chapter is therefore seen

as a healthy one, but to avoid reader confusion, site visit results will be

clearly stated as such, when cited.

The generalized standard errors to be used for most of the question-

naire results reported in this chapter and an example of how to use them

are given in Table 5.1. The standard errors for project directors' responses

are the same as those found in Table 4.1, but for reader convenience, they

are reproduced here.

II. OVERVIEW OF PROJECT OPERATION

Prior to presentation of questionnaire data, an overall picture of

project operation will be presented for the reader who may not be familiar

with all aspects of the program as implemented at the project level. This

overview is drawn exclusively from the site visit observations and unstruc-

tured interviews with project staff and students during those visits, but it

is compatible with questionnaire data collected in this study and with

information routinely maintained by USOE.

207

5.2



Table 5.1

APPROXIMATE STANDARD ERRORS OF ESTIMATED PERCENTAGESI6R.CHAPTER 5

Row Estimated
Percentage

Estimated Standard Error (in percentage points)

A B C
(Directors) (Instructors) (Counselors)

1 5 or 95 2.3 3.0 3.2

2 10 or 90 3.9 4.2 4.4

3 15 or 85 5.2 5.0 5.3
4 20 or 80 6.0 5.6 5.9

5 25 or 75 6.6 6.0 6.4

6 30 or 70 7.1 6.4 6.8

7
elf

7.4 6.7 7.1
8

, ,,,. 60 7.7 6.8 7.2

9 45 or 55 7.8 6.9 7.4
,

10 50 7.8 7.0 7.4

NOTE: This table contains estimates of approximate standard errors applicable
to the majority of estimated percentages contained in Chapter 5. This table was
constructed to provide a general order of magnitude of the sampling errors of
estimated percentages, and is based on the results of a number of different
sampling error calculations. The formulas and procedures used in thesa calcu-
lations are detailed in Appendix B.

To use the table to determine the approximate sair- tg error for an estimated
percentage one must first identify the appropriate 7 and column to use.
Select the =a that most nearly corresponds to the lue of the estimated
percentage. -Row 1 would be used for estimated per- tages near 5 or 95 percent,
row 2 for estimated percentages for 10 or 90 percent, etc. Then select the
applicable_zzlumn:

Column A for Directors
Column B for Instructors
Column C for Counselors.

For example, to determine the approximate standard error of an estimated 17.7
percent found in Table 5.2 one would first identify row 4 as the appropriate
row. Row 4 is selected because 17.7 percent is closer to the 20 percent of
row 4 than it is to any of: the other percentages listed. Column A is selected
as the appropriate column, sinne Table 5.2 is based on project director re-
sponses. Us4r-p- row 4 and column A the approximate -standard error is found
to be 6-0 percentage points.
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It should be noted at the outset that no clear picture emerged during

site visits (or from the questionnaire data) of a "typical" project beyond

several general procedures and services. The visited projects were charac-

terized by common purposes and basic activities which serve to define UB in

a general way. But they were also characterized by notable differences in

specific program operations, perhaps more different in the academic-year

component than in the summer portion. There were also distinct differences

among the 15 visited projects in basic philosophy and thrust, sometimes the

result of longstanding practice and sometimes related to different require-

ments in the various USOE regions. Similarly, there were different degrees

of adherence to the official guidelines governing program operations. It

became quite cl that all projects do not function in the same way. This

observation is important in its own right, and also because it means that

operationally UB does not represent a single intervention treatment. In

fact, it cannot easily be viewed as two or three clearly defined treatments,

with respect to either the nature of the actual program or the population

served..

C -n iegislatie description of UB purposes ("designed to generate

skills a d necessary for success in education beyond high school")

and the 7.uldel-ne's provisions (that the project "must include a curricmlum

designezILL= -_:]evelop positive attitudes toward learning, creative thinking,

effective ezpression" and chat "UB is a precollege preparatory program"),

it shouid -not have been surprising that actual operations and emphases, as

well as :underlying philosophies, varied somewhat by project. The regula-

tions ,:2cmetnint UB also present a general statement which can be inter-

pretem namvprogramatic ways: "projects ...[should] have promise of

motivating and preparing academic risk students from low-income backgrounds

and wit- tua4equate secondary school ciseoaration to engage successfully_in

programs nf ,,:cstsecondary and higher eduzation."

kaP4'zg tm= 15 projects visited, vari.:us emphases and guiding purposes

emergec had a direct bearing on aztual program operations. For some

projects tae ±asic purpose was "to keep students in high school" with a

concomitant :,..%'nhasis on basic and remedial learning skills. In others, the

fundamentl pul-pose was tc provide self-confidence and "tutoring as needed."
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In one such project the director stated that it was not possible to teach

much in the way of academics in six weeks; thus, little attempt was made to

do so.. Still other projects emphasized, to varying degrees, academic

survival in postsecondary placements, and thus attempted to implement "no-

nonsense programs of academic work and exposure, especially in the summer.

Indeed, most projects directed their year-round efforts to the develop-

ment of motivation, awareness, skills, and confidence as related to potential

postsecondary placements, and in this sense there was considerable common-

ality. However, for projects with younger students (grades 8-10), it was

not always feasible to direct the program toward distant postsecondary

enrollment, and other emphases prevailed.

Another area of variation involved the kind of postsecondary placement

emphasized by the projects. Some projects clearly emphasized, and in fact

virtually required, applications to and placement in 4-year colleges and

universities. Other projects limited their sights almost exclusively to 2-

year community colleges (in most instances this was related to the nature

of the host institution). The majority of visited projects appeared to be

open to encouraging placement in any sort of postsecondary facility, includ-

ing technical institutes and short-term practical training.

Another example of philosophic variation related to the self-direction

expected of students in the summer program. In six projects, students were

clearly expected to seek out the help they needed, to look for the tutors,

to arrange appointments, etc.; there was no organized time or place for

extra-class assistance. Other projects allowed no room for doubt about

study and tutoring; they required study hours, required specific tutoring

and review, and otherwise did not leave this matter up to studenvi. The

position was held that given the nature of the population and their slow

groping toward maturity, it was necessary to "cover all angles" in order to

assure a beneficial academic experience.

There was similar related variation across projects with respect to

control of the students time in the summer program, and staff awareness of

student whereabouts, activities, fulfillment of obligations, class atten-

dance, and so on. In most instances this variation was related to a philo-

sophic stance concerning development of student independence and responsi-

bility. In some projects, summer staff roles included assignment to oversee
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a group of students directly or indirectly, at all times; but in most

visited projects, the supervision was less rigorous and reflected an assump-

tion about student self-management regardless of the ages involved.

An attempt is made in the remainder of this section to characterize

some of the common features of the visited projects. In the presentation,

some of the observed variability in project operation will be specified.

A documentation of the complete extent of project diversity would, however,

require a considerably longer discourse than that presented here.

A. The Academic Year Program

The academic year program was characterized by weekly or monthly stoff

contactwith students for tutoring or .other purposes, and a LL1lonship

with feeder high schools which Involved a counselor in the school serving

as "contact counselor" for the UB students. Among the 15 projects, all but

two had such contact counselors (although not necessarily one at each

feeder high school) whose jobs were to stay in touch with students, in

some cases to arrange for OT provide tutoring, and to relay student needs

to UB staff.

The academic year program appeared to be a function of the number and

kind of staff available as well as of project philosophy and purpose. The

majority of visited projects maintained a skeletal staff (project director,

secretary, and full- or part-time counselor) during the academic year,

while others had work-study tutors or part-time instructors in addition to

the basic staff. A= the more heavily manned projects, there was an emphasis

on weekly contact which involved counseling, work with college applications,

and various sorts of tutoring. In four projects, though, formal evening.or

Saturday classes were held, for which students ?reregistered and had fairly

regular responsibilities. One UB.project had a very wide range of offerings

(including two math courses,, psychology, vocabulary, local government,

career choices, history, and English composition) for about 100 students.

When these weekly offerings (plus counseling, work on college and financial

aid applications, and tutoring) at one project are contrasted with another

location where there were four "tutoring weekemds" per year, it can be seen

=ha'. UB did not constitute nearly the same sort of assistance or amount

Jf contact across projects.
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Formal academic year contact of students with the UB staff varied from

four times per year to 2-4 hours per week. These contacts occurred on the

sponsoring campus, at the high schools, or at both high school and campus.

In one visited project, the contact counselor was in regular touch with

students at the high school, but UB staff saw them formally only five times

per year to deal with the postsecondary application process; however, in

most instances where the contact counselor maintained regular touch with

students, there was also regular contact with UB staff. Regardless of the

persons involved, it can be seen that academic year Ithough regular

in most projects, was brief. It may have provided a sense of community for

studeEtts or given them a means for getting help when it was needed, but it

did not always amount to a suatained program of services or activities.

In addition to formal and informal tutoring, general counseling, and

classes, visited projects also engaged CO varying degrees in academic

counseling, recreation, vocational and career advising, and occasional

cultural activities. A few also arranged trips to college campuses for

concerted exposure to campus life and realities, while for others this was

reportedly not possible because of lack of funds. With respect to post-

secondary applications, most projects required that seniors apply to a

stated number of institutions (usually three, sometimes two or even five),

often but not always includinz the host institution. Understandably, these

applications and all the associated requirements took up a go,:,J deal of the

contact time during the academic year program, and represented a most

important element of UB services.

While projects maintain limited contact with students during the

academic year, there is a considerable amOunt of activity behind the scenes.

During this period, as much effort appears to go into these additional

processes as into the direct instructional or counseling work with students.

Based upon visits during the academic year and summer interviews, most

projects engaged extensively in a variety of important activities which

included: (1) preparation.of the major UB thrust, the summer program,

typically involving extensive planning, logistical arrangements, and commun-

ication; (2) contact with postsecondary institutions regarding admissions,

admigsions polities, placement, test and other requirements, and financial
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aid; (3) plans for campus visits and other cultural activities; (4) com-

munications with feeder high schools concerning designation of contact

counselor, recruitment strategies, student needs, tutoring plans, possible

course credits, staff involvement in the summer program, etc.; (5) intake

procedures with new prospects (applications, parent 7:-)rms, interviews,

medical forms, school recommendat4_ons, etc.); (6) -ingemen,- for cart_

speakers or college vi,icors; (7) preparation of the project application

and associated communications with the host institutien and the regional

USOE office; (8) preparation of standard r...ports; and (9) contacts with

parents and with advisory groups.

B. The Summer UB Program

The characteristic summer experience was a 6-week oncampus program

which included formal courses, recreation, cultural activities, tutoring,

and other opportunities for personal development. At all 15 visited projects,

students lived in the campus dormitories. Most of these projects offered a

variety of courses (usually one to two hours long) and required registration

in three or four of them. Often, one of the offerings was "guidance and

counseling" which typically covered career and academic counseling and, for

rising seniors, represented the first consistent touch with the postsecondary

application process. Aside from the typical emphasis on mathematics,

composition, history, personal communication, literature, and reading skill

(there was very little opportunity for work in science or foreign language),

there were usually electives in tne arts, certain sports, drama, and

creative crafts.

Some of the visited projects held these classes, electives, and other

activities on a regular basis, five days a week, but most projects held

classes only four days a week, usually reserving the fifth day for tutoring,

counseling, and special activities (cultural, recreational, or travel).

The activities were well attended but tutoring was not required or checked

for some classes.

Different criteria existed for student selection of formal classes and

the extent to which students were required to take them. In four projects,

students were required to take "what they need," -Thich usually meant math,
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reading, and/or English. Three projects gave completely free choice to

students, four steered selection in terms of high school courses the

following year, one arringed classes almost ex 'ively to make up for

past failures, and r employed some ltion tL 2 methods.

Some projects lup ail feeder scii, .j allowed high school

course credits to UB students L'or their UB cou=se work, while others

reported this was the case with only some high schools. In both instances,

credit was usually allowed only for summer work, although certain high

schools considered only combined summer and academic year work in the same

subject. About half the visited projects stated that feeder schools did

not allow such credits.

With regard to summer program structure and supervision, there was

also considerable variation among the site-visit projects, amounting to

three levels of thoroughness as observed. Five of the projects had what

appeared to be highly programed and supervised summer experi,mces, with

virtually every minute planned for academix, recreational, and personal

invo2vements. All included formal evening study and tutoring up to 9:00

or 10:00 p.m., and one required that this be done in the program building

and not in the dorms. Project staff spoke of having learned from experience

to erlgage in considerable planning and to involve students at all times,

under supervision. Another six projects had less structured programs, but.

nonetheless carried on fairly thorough supervision. Students were rela-

tively free to move about the campus, and especially on the "offday" were

pretty much on their own. MJst of these projects included evening study in

their schedules. The final set of four projects were rather unstructured

about both program and supervision (not requiring and/or not checking class

attendance, for example) and provided little evidence of a carefully

planned multifaceted exposure of students to the world about them.

C. Bridge Component of Summer Program

The project is directed by the Program Guidelines to provide means for

further developing skills and motivation, the opportunity to take college-

level courses, and the possibi1i4y of earning college credit. For this

reason, summer programs include special provisions for those who have

214
5.9



graduated from high school and are about to enter postsecondary institutions

(the Bridge Program). For a variety of reasons, there were widely different

practices among the 15 projects visited. Several projects had no Bridge

component, including some with otherwise eligible students, and there were

other cases of special situations. In one case, the project arranged for

all rising seniors either to go to another institution for further exposure

to a postsecondary environment or to get a job.

Though not bearing directly on the nature of Bridge component, it may

be noted that many eligible students do not participate in the summer

program at all. A few of these represent UB dropouts, but most are those

who must work in the summer either for immediate reasons or for purposes of

fall registration in postsecondary facilities. A few projects encouraged

some students to work, and one insisted that each student earn and save

$400 and encouraged them to take concurrently a summer course or two at a

high school or community college.

Where college courses with potential for credit were offered, college

or university staff taught the classes and there was a fairly strong like-

lihood that attendance was checked and participation was more stringently

required. A number of such classes were observed. It appeared that most

students kept up pretty well, though this appeared to be related to the

amount of tutoring assistance available as well as the instructor's under-

standing of the group and its needs. Although it was not necessarily the

case that students received credit, they had to pass the course. There

appeared to be as many instances in which the classes were composed exclu-

sively of UB students as those in which UB students were in classes with

regular college summer students.- Both of these conditions obtained within

certain projects.

D. Other Program Functions

Most of the functions of the UB projects have been covered in the

brief.characterization given above or will be covered subsequently in this

chapter. Two relatively important functions were not adequately addressed

in the questionnaires and can be examined only through the site visit

findings. These functions, recruitment and selection of students and
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followup of practices for participants placed in postsecondary institutions,

will be briefly examined in this subsection.

1. Recruitment and Selection of Students

The federal regulations and the DSA Guidelines define the UB

population as students in the "low family income" range (as defined

by the Commissioner of Education) whose achievement in high school is

such that they are not likely to apply to or be accepted at post-

secondary institutions. The latter is sometimes labeled as "academic

risk for college." Project staff are asked to consider grades, test

scores, school recommendations, and intuition in selecting students on

the academic risk criterion.

Recruitment for the 15 programs visited occurred in anywhere from

2 to 22 feeder high schools, with recruitment, in essence, accomplished

by school personnel while selection was the responsibility of the UB

project director and counselor. There appeared to be only a weak

positive relationship between number of schools and number of students

in the program. The Guidelines suggest the importance of recruiting

from a small number of schools in order to have a sizable cluster at

each school, but local situations and preferences also entered the

picture. For example, two projects reported purposeful recruitment of

small numbers at many schools; and some projects focused on rural

rather than urban areas, resulting in recruitment from more high

schools. On the other hand, the project director and advisory group

at another project worked to arrange recruftment from only bile school,

but found that the school system resisted this approach for its own

reasons.

So far as could be determined during site visits, all projects

generally applied the family income guidelines, often relying on

information that the family was on welfare or lived in public housing.

In eight projects it appeared that the criteria was explicitly applied

and-that this involved considerable checking by project staff. Most,

but not all, projects asked parents to sign the student's application

to UB, and this involved signing a general financial statement. In at

least two projects, parents were required to submit a notarized.
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statement of income status, and in two others an outside person or

staff member had to sign a statement verifying total family income.

On the question of academic risk and presumed ability to handle

postsecondary situations after UB intervention, it appeared that most

project directors and counselors relied on school recommendations and

personal intuition in selecting UB students. (Thi*S was no mean task

in many projects, since there was often a larger number of applicants

than could be accommodated, especially for the summer program.) There

were few absolute criteria reported, though low motivation and low

grades relative to other students in the local school system were

often used as a basis for selection. On the other hand, some projects

looked for clear evidences of high motivation, and others allowed for

students with high academic performance (but low income). Staff in

three projects reported that a fair number of UB prospects had already

stated their interest in college and had begun or submitted applications,

leaving a considerable question about the definition of "academic

risk."

2. Followup of UB College Placements

There was little evidence of systematic followup of students

after completing the UB program. Only one visited project reported

having a comprehensive followup activity, tracking (and assisting

where possible) students through four years of postsecondary training.

This project had appropriate records to illustrate its procedure. A

second project reported carrying out a retrospective followup on

students who had completed UB within the previous four years. This

was done through college registrars' offices.

Most other efforts were minimal-or nonexistent. Seven projects

indicated that they followed only the students at the host institution

(and this usually meant only for the first year). Four projects

apparently had no records or data on followup. The final two visited

projects were in their first year and had not formulated plans for

followup activities.
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LII. PROGRAMMATIC CHARACTERISTICS

Through an examination of project application forms, UB projects were

known to offer a wide variety of services to their participants. This

examination also suggested that different projects concentrated their

efforts on differing sets of services or activities. This section considers

staff questionnaire responses concerning the activities that were offered

by the 54 UB projects and the relative emphasis placed on various UB.

functions. These results may be viewed as national estimates of project

level availability and emphasis of specific activities, subject to the

standard errors presented in Table 5.1.

A. Program Activities

Project directors were asked whether certain specified activities and

services were provided by their project in the 1973 summer and 1973-74

academic year programs. Table 5.2 displays their responses. In general,

more projects are seen to Ilave offered various courses, tutoring, coun-

seling, and other services in the summer session than in the academic year.

Notable exceptions were activities undertaken to gain postsecondary entry,

such as classes in preparing for college examinations; information and

counseling about college requirements, costs, financial aid; and help in

applying for financial aid. That is, the projects offered more activities

during the summer program, consistent with the more intensive nature of the

program during the summer; but projects placed greater emphasis on the

mechanics of applying to postsecondary institutions during the academic

year, when such applications are normally processed. These basic results

are consonant with the impressions gained during site visits as reported in

the previous section.

The majority of UB projects offered remedial courses in both summer

and academic year sessions (reading, 98 and 59 percent, respectively;

remedial English, 83 and 58 percent; remedial mathematics, 88 and 52

percent). These are courses that would be needed by students performing

poorly in basic high school subjects. Similarly, large proportions of

projects offered college preparatory courses in. the summer (e.g., non-

remedialiEnglish, 87 percent; nonremedial mathematics, 83 Percent; social
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sciences, 68 percent). These courses were also taught in the academic year

session, but at a smaller proportion of projects (from 37 to 52 percent).

Among the other courses specified, those in art, special interest, and the

heritage of minority groups were available at two-thirds or more of the

projects during the summer, while music and foreign language courses were

less common (54 and 39 percent, respectively). In the academic year most

of these."elective" courses were available in less than a fourth of the

projects (with minority heritage offered in 31 percent).

Among the study skills courses, "how to study" classes were most

common (51 percent in summer, 38 percent in academic year), followed by

classes on how to take tests (41 and 33 percent), and classes in preparing

for college examinations (30 and 38 percent).

Considering the tutoring activities, tutoring by college students was

nearly universal (98 percent) in the summer, while tutoring by profes-

sionals was available at nearly all projects during both sessions. By

examining the four types of tutoring and the three types of counseling

aggregated within project, it was determined that all responding projects

with active program operations offered at least one type of tutoring and

one type of counseling in each session.

Over 90 percent of the projects offered sports, social gatherings,

cultural activities, and medical/dental services during the summer, while

substantial proportions also provided them in the academic year. Even

though the mandatory requirement for medical services had been removed at

the time of the study,
2J

91 percent of the projects in the summer and 75

percent in the academic year offered such services. It is likely that

these figures inzlude provision of referral services as well as direct

services.

In summary, all projects reported some form of counseling and tutoring

in both sessions; but the availability of remedial, college preparatory,

2/
In the program manual for the 1973-74 program year, the former require-

ment that "academic institutions ... provide necessary health services for
Upward Bound students ...." was changed to a suggestion that such services
"may" be provided (see Application Information and Program Manual. An Office
of Education Program Administration Manual, 1973-74. Washington, D.C.:
U.S. Department of Health,'Education, and Welfare, Education Division,
OE/BHE, p.37).
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elective, and study skills courses varied more greatly across projects and

between sessions. With the exception of study skills classes, these types

of courses were more likely to be offered in the 1973 summer session but

dropped in the 1973-74 academic year program, which is in concordance with

observations at the sample of 15 projects that were visited.

B. Program Emphases

Project directors, instructors, and counselors were asked to rank

order seven functions in terms of the relative emphasis placed on them at

their projects during the 1973 summer and 1973-74 academic year programs

(with "1" denoting the most emphasized function). Within each project, the

rank orders assigned to each activity by the project's instructors or

counselors were averaged so that each activity had a mean rank for each

staff category. For analysis purposes, the ranks of 1 through 32./ were

considered to form one response'category (function was among three most

emphasized), while numerically greater ranks formed another response cate-

gory. For each staff category, two proportions (percent answering that a

given function was among the three most emphasized, and the percent answer-

ing it was not) were determined for each function and are presented in

Table 5.3 through Table 5.5 for project directors, instructors, and

counselors, respectively.
4/

It is seen in Tables 5.3 through 5.5 that for both summer and academic

year programs, the highest percentages of projects by far (more than 75

percent), according to each of the three staff groups, placed both tutoring

or remedial instruction and counseling among the three most emphasized

functions. For the summer session, the third most highly emphasized func-

tion was cultural enrichment activities, which was placed among the three-

most emphasized functions by 32 percent, 53 percent, and 29 percent of the

projects, according to project directors, instructors, and counselors,

3/ More accurately, mean ranks of 1.0 to 3.49, respectively.

4/ The proportions ranking functions as being among the three most empha-
sized and as not being among the three most emphasized were used rather
than other statistics (such as median ranks) because not all respondents
ranked all seven functions. Thus, the number of cases forming the denomina-
tor for each function varied with the function.
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rectively. While the -clati-ve jimpertance of cuLtur E:a. nrichment wa-s the

same for the three seaff categor ie responses.of linseructors were

c:Learly iiscrepant from se of cmula5elors and project dfrectors. In-

seructors in a project m

mrt emphasized function,_

often ratec this function as _mong the three

Clearly, the same project i. -ailable for all

members to observe ut it LL ;:,ossible that peroci:ni of project

eernasis _is related to th_, role ci the staff member_ Thi Lifference couL±,

hcv et. be artifactual, z_DL reLlamP nothing more than a L_fferential

response set established by the riJ CT the face that inszrutors were more

ccpsc4=nr4ous in assigning ranks zo 1±-le functions (i.e., =sad the ranks 2

terousa 7 more frequently than dMrectors or,counselors).

Tor the academic year sessimm, the function third most emphasized by

projects was cultural enrichment activities according to instructors. But

for project directors and (aggregated) counselors, the thira most empha-

sized function across projects was liaison work with school and community

representatives (55 percent of projects according to and 42

percent of projects according to counselors placed this fammtion among the

three most enqiirssized).

In s7Tinma-ry, tutoring or remedial instruction and counling were

ranked by-most projects (as_represented by project direczo, instructors,

amd counselors) as the two UB funntions receiving the must emphasis in the

projects. Cultural enrichment activities and liaison work with schaol and

community representives placed a distant third for the summer and academic

year sessions, respectively. These empirically determined indices of

program emphasis were supported by the findings during site visitation.

INTRAPROJELT RELATIONSHIPS

The cohesivene within the UE projects and the extent to which

diaminet subgromas ti project personnel see others as supporting tb_e----zole

a m. matters of 1 t comzern for =project operation- Same informatien

regardina the varimas interpersonal relationships emisting among surgrroups

of staf-f members and stnrIvIl_ WitL.t the UB projects is the focus ot this

sectiot- Some data addi tog this topic were coLlected tn the stwft--.
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_Lestic..:-.2LLre; other inforrn 4as gained during :he site visits to 15

the 34 aamt;ie projects. :lindEnszs from both sources will'be presented in
fnis

Iruct-ars and counselL=s 1.-re asked, in the respective staff ques-
:ionna=res_ evaluate (on a fiLv. point scale from very unsupportive to

-ery snTseforz.t.:Tre) the extent t,-1.;.ch project directors supported their

The 7----sponses were aggre4azed by project within each of these two

:staff carezrat_es and are presera_._ in Table 5.6. Project director support

of insr=7. and counsefors appear to be quite good, but at the

prnjeca :_tit is seen in a sal..ghtly more favorable light by instructors.

In 57 pa, of the projects, ---r-,--=tructors reported the project director as

very sup,-;umt.ive, and in 47 pert of the projects, counselors reported a

very sup7m=tfe protect directc: No nroject had instructors who, at the

aggregate, renorted an uns=mportive project director, and in only

8 percent of the-prrcjects did coznselors see the project director as

unsupporti-ve.

The perceived .lower level of support of counselors by project directors

could result f-,--om the inclusion in the counselor category of the college

students serving as tutor-counselors. The tutor-counselors, also known as

resident adviaors or dorm assistants, served the project chiefly in the

sirrym-7,7=grar,l. Size visits indicated that these college students were to

attend ,Lasses (and exmletimes teach), tutor students at various times,

provide counsel, dirct dor= .and other activities, and in some cases be on

24-hc== call for mnr.....tordiv -:=Ld sutervision of students. From their point
of vic, however, t==nr-cors at some visited proter-ffs noted that

=aelr-roles were not =de-z= tr.aa they felt too much an their own to create

-t-1,-4rjsabs... -and thaz they the=efore felt they were doing less than they

la=k-of lommunication may have resulted in a

-perca7A.,-d 2:.s.tk of auorport. Im Toroject level communications with

counR=.-T-7:s. in :gene=ral, may have been less effective than wiLth instructors.

It wear=a-eul during viskts that most of the projects did not include

eithe= ---rrnrs-E-lors c-2.7 turor-comnselors in their regular staff meetings

during kr summer pr7zgram.
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Table 5.6

SUPPORT OF INSTRUC=RS AND =maims BY 771F, PROJECT DIRECT0a

sree of PD Support

-Projects' Instruators Projects' Counselors

N-C--

Very =supportive or
Unsupportive

Ludifferent

Scpportive

Vszy supportive

Lli ieterninate-

r

,

5_6

37.5

56:7

0

19

123

185

0

J

3

22

29

0

::.2

-9

::::_;.9

.4:7.0

5.3

25

27

94

143

16

4

5

16

24

2

e/
Total- 10C,C1 , 326 54 i 100.0 304 51

Median rating-

Mean rating-
f/

Standard error of
mean ra.:ing

4..7

4 .

0.7;Z

4 6

4 .2

0.14

NOTE:. abL s basn on responses of instructors. (aggregated by project)
quest:_:z: 17, amd of counselors (aggregated by project) to

TCQ questioni For approximate --tandard errors cf :nercenTli)
refer to Tab: col= B forinstructrs; column C for coun-s,=17irs.

a/
Percentages zre on ighted re-gmnses.

b/
lumbers zIrlithe ,s11_34 projects.

c/
Unmbers ± not -..1,acInde three projects which, at the time of ':Inlm1 1.e

seleution, han ao.cnanselors. Hence the total (=weighted) number rf
projects with cnnseiors-was 51.

d/
This represents primarily item nonresponse (1..e., failure to .answer

an itemii, Ent also iacludes multiple responses, out-of-range responses,
and Incons:--,tent responses.

e/
Weighted numbers and percentages may not tota, e;:actI chlie rounding

error.

LYienn alNii median ratings are bas- on a scaLe. af .00 ("very oTm.npportive")
to vry supportive") . and are computed for-detcrminate resp-oases only,
withmni ajt.talent for iteL-Jaonresponse or indetmine:e responses kmultiple,
out-a-range, or inconsis i responses.)
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An item on all three staff questiounaLres asked staff members to

evaluate on a five point scale (from very poor to very good) the relation-

ships within and among several grouns of L:adizt.duals within the project.

Tables 5.7 through 5.9 present the project lemal evaluations by directors,

instructors, and counselors, respectively, of these intergroup relation-

ships. Clearly, whether seea by directors imstructors, or couaselors,

projects were viewed to have, on the average. aood or very good relation-

ships within and among the categories listen (students, staff, and project

director). No projects were -17iewed by project directors as having any very

poor or poor relationships, bLat a small proprr--ion of projects, az reported

by instructors and counselors., were chacter:ed by such relationships.

Project directors reported that relationships af students to other students

were good to very good on tne average but ant as good as other intergroup

relationships (48 percent junged student relacionships as 71,er: good, whereas

56 percent or more rated other 17e1at1onshins this level). The instructors

and counselors (aggregated by prcjecz) also studea:t true-erections as

good to very good on the avenng 'but did ant 57stemar reL,,...11 them as

better or worse than other types. gtherndse, dattlerem ir the evaluation

a± the various types of relatzashs wane stalll, both ant between
tables. These results would suewest that tnal oroT,T..e.e.t dite===s, staff, and

students formed a hfghly c.ohes7,we gr:oup tn mrzTst przjecte_.

While site visit obset-vatilra and Lniews supnorted, =tr. general.

the very favorable picture paitt by tna c.ba-----,-;.lornhaire-tes-ponses, exceptions

were noted. There was in:fact -:narzidertL:Lie 7-at:Lability tt th,?, levels of

staff communication and interamn reporten:--nm excellnt entirely

unsatisfactory. In three proieots in partic,ulaz, no mechani.i;: wae provided

for communication among instructrs, counselors, and tutar-ozmnselors (and

in two cases with senior prt,iect staff), ancl..th.??,se persons miznrted staff

communication at a very low during falface iz.v. They also
reported that students suiErad .ttnm aack o cohesiid awareness,
and that there was a tend=.171-.7 for nroject -r=naion to c.r.;=z, On the

other hand, there was ample indication itny af the visted projects that

communications were regular., ImeaningUl, =lad miAntained high level.

In two projects, for example,. the total 51-aff.i.nd student bu_dy met on
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Table 5.7

LUTERGROUP RELATIONSHIPS IN THE PROJECT AS EVALUATED BY PROJECT DIRECTORS

r J

Type of
Interproup
Relationship

Percentage and Number of Project Directors
-

Medianbi
Rating-2

-Very Poor- Very
a/Poor Fair Good Good Total-

Students and Other
Students

Students and Staff

Students and pro-
ject director

Staff and project
direaltor

Staff_and other
staa

.c/
A,-

WN
IW
.c/
k-
Wg/
N-

.c/
A,-

9/
N-

.c/
A,-

9/
N-

.c/
X-

N-

0.0
0

0

0.0
0

0

0.0
0

0

0.0
0

0

0.0
0

0

17.3
56
6

6.5
21
2

6.9
22

2

0.0
0

0 .

3.6
12

2

34.8
114
17

35.7
116
16

37.1
121
18

38.9
127

19

37.9
124
18

47.9
156
25

57.8
189
30

56.0
182

28

61.1
199
29

58.4
190
28

100.0
326
48

100.0
326
48

100.0
326
48

100.0
326
48

100.0
326
48

4.4

4.6

4.6

4.7

4.6

1

NalE: Table based on responses to PDQ question 28. For approximate standard errors,
refer to Table 5.1, column A.

Weighted numbers and percentages may not total exactly due to rounding error.

b/
Median ratings are based on the scale of 1 to 5 for "very poor" to "very

good," respectively.

c/

a/
Percentages are based on weighted responses, adjusted for instrument nonresponse.

Numbers do not include instrument nonrespondents.
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occasion; .and in two others the entire staff participated in the weekly

meetings. In addition, there appeared to be regular paper.communication,

advance notices of program challges and requirements, amd a general sense

that all staff memhers were "am the same team."' A ladk of communication at

some pre:jocts with counselors an n. tutor-coumselors has previously been

noted, L t during site visit there was alsc variation in project practices

concernig summer instructors. :nstructors in seven projects were more or

less pro-irided with the syliabusand materials they were to employ, many

curricular decisiams'havt.ng been. made without consultation. In the other

eight prnjects, formera774L prospective instructors were purposely involved

by the staff in developimq the smmmer program, and then were quite indepen-

dent in directimg coursi.E. ,:..ont.entand structure.

It 1.ras apparent than instructors were viewed quite differently across

projects. Instructors liL,ao "behaved" quite differently with respect to

personal involvement. I= three of the visited projects in particular, they

wEre removed (or eve= alorof) ram the students and the program except

during morning class am==.3.. In nther projects, however, instructors par-

ticipated much more- -P,r,-,==vely by directly tutoring students, accompanying

them on field trips, m.-.1img, and otherwise functioning as an integral

part of the progranL Ehe Level of commitment was quite obviously related

to selection of the stalf and 'to what was outlined and expected by the

senior project staff, arad in some projects complete commitment was expected,

amd obtained.

The overall pict:Ite obtained during the site visits was that most

p=njects operated a= a high level of efficiency, coordination, and communi-

r-A--lion; hawever, alew grniects appeared to be at the other end of the

scale, which was mot as evident in the questionnaire responses. Suffice it.

to note that certain lorritacts smffered from a combination of operational

disadvantages (as obeerved and as discussed by interviewees), which hampered

the staffes feeling =r7: solidarity and effectiveness. These operational

aspects (several of =~-..ach were apparent in each of these few projects)

included the following: (a) unclear role descriptions of instructors and

tutor-ecnmnselors, (b) Little or virtually no means for staff communication

and int=r-action in the: simmer program, (c) no staff training, no staff
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meetings, and limited or negligible staff input into the UB courses and

program, (d) sense of disorganization, lack of planning, unpreparedness to

handle day-to-day crises or even standard needs, (e) unwillingness of the

project director to delegate responsibility and make best use of total

staff talents, (0 unclear purposes, goals, objectives, (g) class attendance

not enforced, checked, or even expected, and (h) limited coordination of

courses, schedules, requirements, and activities.

Even at the most disorganized and uncommunicative visited project,

however, there was a high degree of camaraderie among the students and a

particular loyalty to the program and its staff. This generally high

cohesiveness among students seemed somewhat greater at projects where they

had been involved in some way in course selection, advisory groups, planning

for trips, or general program plans.

V. RELATIONSHIPS WITH OTHER GROUPE AND ORGANIZATIONS

A considerable portion of project success would seem to be related to

relationships with institutions, groups, or organizations external to the

individual project but closely related to project operation. The host

institution (typically an institution of postsecondary education, PSE) is

one of the most obvious of these. Certain minimal expectations, in connec-

tion with the requirements of the official guidelines, are placed on host

institutions to evidence their commitment to the UB program (related to

admitting UB students, providing access to institutional facilities, and

involvement of college instructors).

The project is also quite dependent on other educational institutions

at both the high school and PSE level. These are the institutions which

serve, respectively, as the source and ultimate recipients of UB students.

Projects may also benefit from good relationships with other programs for

the disadvantaged, notably the other two TRIO programs.
5./

5/ The TRIO programs, sponsored by USOE, are UB, Talent Search, and
Special Services.
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2or their funds and operational guidelines, projects are dependent on

the national UB program as administered by the USOE regional offices. Pro-

gram guidelines encourage maintaining good relationships With the community

that is served by the projects and the use of community sources in program

operations, in the form of advisory committees.

This section examines the relationships between the UB programs and

these external groups and organizations. Results from staff questionnaires

and site visit reports will be presented.

A. Host Institutions

For the sample of 54 projects there were only two types of host insti-

tutions, public and private educational institutions. Other eligible types

of agencies, such as consortia of educational institutions or other agencies,

private, nonprofit, or public agencies, were not sampled.6/ The project

directors in the sample reported that 90 percent of their host institutions

were 4-year colleges, while the remainder were 2-year colleges.-7/

Table 5.10 presents directors' reports of whether the agency hosting

their project administered a variety of other programs for the disadvantaged,

and if they did, the degree of cooperation between the UB projects and

these other programs. A small minority (14 percent) of the host institu-

tions administered Talent Search projects, and nearly half (45 percent)

administered Special Services projects (the other two components of the
TRIO program). Larger proportions of the host agencies administered other

federal and nonfederal programs for the disadvantaged (53 and 65 percent,

respectively). These statistics should be treated with caution, however,

6/
According to USOE records, of the 415 projects operating in program

year 1973-74, 25.projects were sponsored by these other types of agencies
(see Table 6 of "Program Review.of the Special Programs for the Disad-
vantaged, Division of Student Support and Special Programs, Office of
Education," Statement by Leonard H. O. Spearman, before the Office of
Management and Budget on August 19, 1974). These consisted of 5 second-
ary schools, 3 proprietary institutions, 2 public agencies, 7 private
agencies, and 8 "other." The USOE data do not reveal whether these 25
projects were part of the universe of projects included in the present
study (i.e., regular projects in the coterminous United States). If they
were, none were selected into the study sample.

21
These percentages were based on the answers of 48 respondents

(unweighted N) to question 14 of the PDQ.
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because for each of these programs about 20 percent of the projects provided

no interpretable response.

Table 5.11 shows the degree of support reportedly received from the

sponsoring host institution (as well as from a number of other sources).

No project director rated his sponsoring institution as nonsupportive.

Nearly half (49 percent) rated their sponsors as very supportive, while a

slightly smaller proportion (42 percent) rated them as supportive. It

should be noted that nearly all other groups listed were also rated, on the

average, as being somewhere between supportive and very supportive. Only

the regional and the national USOE offices were rated as being unsupportive

by any project directors--and this was done by only a small minority (only

one and six respondents, respectively). These matters will, however, be

considered in subsequent subsections.

Closely related to the previous table, Table 5.12 provides project

directors' reports of whether or not a variety of groups made recommen-

dations to the projects, and, if so, the quality of these recommendations.

Only 8 percent of the directors reported that their host institu.tions had

made no recommendations. Most project directors reported that recommen-

dations had been made by sponsors and that they were good (39 percent) or

excellent (20 percent). Recommendations were also made by staff and stu-

dents of all projects, and were the most highly rated of the groups con-

sidered; 98 percent of the project directors thought staff recommendations

were good or excellent, while 91 percent judged student recommendations

similarly. It is seen in this table that only the national office of USOE

was reported by a sizable proportion (36 percent) of the project directors

not to have made recommendations. 81 This probably is related to the project

directors' perception that the national office was less supportive than

others, as indicated in Table 5.11.

In summary, the questionnaire data indicate that the host institutions

of UB projects were generally regarded by the project directors as being

supportive of UB and making helpful recommendations to the projects. But

8/
Due to regionalization of program administration, it is not to be

expected that the national office would have much direct contact with
the projects.
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they were not thought to be as supportive or helpful as UB staff and

students. On the other hand, the host institutions were perceived to be

more supportive and making more helpful recommendations than the regional

or'national offices of the USOE. This observed set of findings suggests a

direct relationship between perceived support and helpfulness of a group

and the degree to which that group is proximal to the project.

The site visits provided a unique opportunity to observe relationships

between projects and host institutions and to document some of the services

which the hosts provided. The following discussion is based on observations

and interviews with project staff and representatives of the host institution.

The USOE expects host institutions to enroll a significant number of

students from their own UB projects (and from others). Among the 1.) visited

projects, this commitment was met to differing degrees. The percentage of

UB seniors in tae prmject admitted to host institutions ranged frat.a high

of 50 percent to a_Low of less 1-1-mn 10 percent. Most of the institutions

apvarently provided adequate financial aid to admitted UB graduates and

three institutions raported that they gave a full tuition scholarship to

those who were accepted.

Most projts had the services of some of the host institutions' own

regular teaching staff; however, college instructors often represented only

a small proportion of the UB instructors. Moreover, the majority of project

directors held faculty or administrative status. It appeared that nearly

all institutions made campus facilities available to UB students on an

equal basis with regular college students.2-
/

Virtually all visited projects appeared to have at least adequate

facilities provided for the functioning of the summer program (including

classroom space, study space, cafeteria, lounge, library, dorms, and meeting

rooms), although one project's dorm space wai so limited that half of the

group used it while the other half went home every day. Some projects were

less fortunate with zespect to facilities for recreation and other activities

9/
In two instances, there were restrictions on the use of the student

union or the swimming pool (which the institution itself had to rent); and
in one case the institution had no summer session and thus the UB students
were actually an isolated group housed in very comfortable quarters but
given no opportunity to see or participate in the life of the university.
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on a regular basis. Several.institutions did not have such facilities and

one project appeared to have access only to a small volleyball court. Most

projects also had adequate office space and it was usually located conven-

iently near the center of summer academic and social activities. Generally

speaking, academic year facilities were less satisfactory than those provided

during the summer. Offices and classrooms were often not so conveniently

located. In only two cases, however, did these circumstances appear to be

of considerable concern to project staff.

Beyond these requirements and suggestions of the program guidelines,

ere wae other evidence of institutional commitment observed during the

site Visits. Some of the notable examples were: (1) a continuous program

of scia.L. services for disadgantaged or minority students so that UB

appeare& to be part of a larger program of services, concern, and action;

(2) development of special cc_lege courses or programs for disadvantaged;

(3) promdsion of facilities, equipment, buses, etc., without charge; (4)

covering costs for students tn-visit or attend summer programs on other

campuses; (5) contribution of summer staff (instructors, counseldrs,

accountant) at no charge or small charge to UB; (6).waivers of fees and

deposits for UB applicants; (7) reduced fees or no fees for student union

use, dormitory space, food service, and/or.tuition for Bridge students; (8)

payment of 75 percent of the project director's salary; (9) full or partial

financial aid to those accepted; and (10) relaxed admission/retention

standards for UB students. Most of the above amount to direct or indirect

financial contributions, and indeed a number of the host institutions

claimed none or Only a part of the 8 percent indirect costs allowable.

In contrast, it should be noted that several institutions definitely

did not relax admission/retention standards for UB or similar students, and

that some institutional representatives pointed out that they could not

possibly continue Upward Bound if federal funds were cut off for any reason.

While the latter may not indicate lack of commitment, it illustrates the

dependence on outside funding to carry out such a program, even though many

of the 15 visited institutions contributed significant p.:oportions of the

total program budget.
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It should be noted that the official who directly supervised program

operation at one of the visited institutions indicated a considerable lack

of commitment, in that he saw UB as an opportunity to increase funds for

the college and help to pay faculty salaries. That institution was also

one of those few deemed to be operating an essentially unplanned, uncoor-

dinated UB program, and was the only site visited at which real communica-

tions difficulties between the UB project staff and the host institution

were revealed. At that project, the director found that he could not write

or even authorize checks, since the institution's treasurer had personal

control of the prOiect's finances.

It should also be pointed nut that a few projects apparently had to

live with certain restrictions or pressures imposed by the institution that

affected operations, staffing, or program. Two projects found, for example,

that the college library had to close early each day (with no other provision

for study space, periodicals, or reference books). On one campus, UB staff

could not live in -the dorms with the students, since there was a ruling

requiring the services of a college housemother. In two additional projects,

the staff had little or nothing to say in the hiring of summer instructors

and tutor-counselors, and had to aocePt those whom the institution provided.

With the exceptions noted, relationships with host institutiOns were

seen as quite good at the large majority of visited projects. supporting

the results of the questionrAare data. The complete lack of adverse ratings

of host institutions in the questionnaire-responses does, however, cast

some doubt on the validity of those responses, in light of die problems

foun& to exist at some visited projects. The lack of adverse ratings

cannot be explained by item nonresponse in this instance, since none existed;

however, the failure of six project directors to return the questionnaire

may account for some of the discrepancy.

B. Other Educational Institutions

Tables 5.13 and 5.14 display the ratings, by UB instructors and coun-

selors (aggregated by project), respectively, of the degree of cooperation

received from high schools and PSE institutlons in performing their UB

functions. Good to excellent cooperation from high schools was reportedly
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Table 5.13

COOPERATION PROJECT RECEIVED ?ROM HIGE.-_-SEHOOLS AND POSTSECONDARY
INSTITUTIONS: INSTRUCTOR RATINGS

flne-of Institution

Percentage and Number of Projects
Mediam

'...:1

Ratizar-

Mean
c /

Ratimg-

Standard
Error of
Mean
RatingPoor-Fair Good Excellent

Inde-
a/./

terminate- Totalb-

iigh'Schools

ostsecondary
detitutions

1

X-
WN

d/Z-
WN
e/N-

18.8
68
11

3.1(1)
2

46.7
162

25

60.9
198

33

25.7
83
13

28.5
94
14

8.9
29

5

74.42

5

100.0
326
54

100.0
326
54

3.1

3.4

3.1

3.4

0.12

0.05

7TE: Table based on responses of instructors, aggregated by project, co PIO question 39. Far:approximate standard
errors of percents, refer to Table 5.1, cola= S.

dotnotes follow Table 5.14.

Table 5.14

COOPERATION PROJECT RECEIVED FROM HIGH SCHOOLS AND POSTSECONDARY
INSTITUTIONS: COUNSELOR RATINGS

.

r- e of Institution

ilsrLsasatt and NmOter of Prujects.

.....---........

Median
c/

Ratitur-
Mean

c/
Rating-

Standard
Error of
Mean
Rating

lade-
a/ b/Poor-Fair Good E..=ellent terminate- Total:-

High Schools

?bstsecondary
Iftstitutions

/

d/
Z-
WN

d/
.. ....

WN
e/N-

6.9 41.8 43,8 -7.9 100.0
21 127 ....:.1.33 24 304

21 22 4 51

14.1 52.3 29-9 4.3 100.0
43 159 91 13 304
7 27 15 2 51

3.5

3.2

3.4

3.2

0.09

0.09

TE: Table based on responses of counselors, aggregated by project, to PCQ question 33. Forrapmroximate standard
errors of percents, refer to Table 5.1, column C.

This represents primarily item nor:response (i.e-, failure co answer an item)., but also includes multiple responses,
ut-tif-range responses, and inconsistent responses.

Weighted numbers and percentages may not total exactly Cale to rounding error.

1- Mean and median ratings are based on a scale of 1.00 ("poor") to 4.00 ("excellent"); and are completed for
eterminate responses only, without weight adjustments for item nonresponse or indeterminate responses (multiple,
at-of-range, or inconsistent responses).

(" Percentages are based on weighted responses.

Numbers do not include three projects which, at the time of sample selection, had no counselors. Hence the
nal (unweighted) number of projects with counselors was 51.
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enjoyed by 72 percent of the projects, according to instructors, and 86

percent of the projects, according to counselors. In the opinion of

instructors, good to excellent cooperation from PSE institutions was received

by 89 percent of the projects; 82 percent of the projects, in the opinion

of counselors, had such cooperation.

The cooperation of high schools and PSE institutions is usually very

important to the success of UB projects. Projects typically depend on high

schools for help in recruiting participants, in providing complementary

programs of study for students, etc. Projects also typically are aided by

postsecondary institutions in processing UB participants' applications,

granting admission and administering financial aid, and sometimes in provid-

ing for the needs of UB students in those institutions. Thus the high

degree of cooperation reported by instructors and counselors is impressive.

However, precisely because of the importance of the schools' cooperation to

the success of UB, it is expected that a high degree of cooperation would

developed0

The high degree of cooperation from PSE institutions reported in the

questionnaires was also indicated during site visits. Since the projects

do not share sites with any PSE institution other than the host, it was not

possible to confirm this reported cooperation except in the case of the

host institution (see previous subsection). In general, the directors (and

to a lesser extent counselors) interviewed during site visits reported

close and fruitful personal contacts with admission officers and financial

aid officers at several PSE institutions. Those relationships had apparently

been fostered over a period of years.

Information obtained during site visits indicated that all visited

projects enjoyed at least adequate relationships with high schools, and

five projects appeared to have excellent communications. with the schools.

In addition to a general sense of cooperation (provision of transcripts,

teacher and counselor recommendations, time for conferences with staff and

students), most feeder high schools provided the services of a contact

counselor who devoted anywhere from 3 to 10 hours per week to UB activities

10/
Cooperation was probably developed both by hard work and by the stra-

tegic selection of the schools with which to cultivate relationships.
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(in most cases without reimbursement from the project). Moreover, feeder

high schools for eight of the visited projects gave time and space for UB

staff to recruit and interview students in the fall, and five projects

reported that time and space were regularly provided in the schools for UB

staff to tutor students during the academic year. Overall, there was a

strong sense of cooperation and open communications, although this varied

to some extent from school to school.

C. - Other Programs

Some indication of the nature of relationshps with other programs is

presented in Table 5.10. That table shows the project director's reports

of cooperation with other programs administered by the host institution.

Although the results were attenuated by a relatively large amount of inde-

terminate response, the overall thrust of the reported data is that cooper-

ation with these other programs is at least good for the preponderance of

cases where they exist. Only two of the 36 responding project directors

reported low levels of cooperation with other proj4cts administered by the

host institution, one each for a companion special services program and a

nonfederal program for the disadvantaged. Table 5.15 presents project

directors' reports of other special programs for disadvantaged youth (in-

cluding, those operated by the host institution) operating in the same

geographic area and, there were such programs, of UB ccoperation with

them. For each of the other programs listed, the vast majority of UB

directors knew whether or not such programs operated in their vicinity.

"For two programs, Cooperative Vocational Education and Work-Dropout Preven-

tion, a sizable percentage of directors were not knowledgeable (41 and 29

percent, respectively).

According to the project directors' reports, 48 percent of the UB

projects did not have other UB projects operating in their area, while a

similar proportion did. Talent Search and Special Services projects were

usually present in the same area as the UB orojects. A large majority of

the UB directors reported cooperative relationships with these projects.

With the exception of'the Job Corps, which did not function near 42 percent

of the projects, the remaining programs listed in Table 5.15 often existed
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Table 5.15

PROJECT DIRECTORS' REPORTS OF OPERATION OF AND COOPERATION WITH
OTHER PROGRAMS IN THE SAME AREA

1 Type of Other
1 Programs

Percenta2e and Number of Proiect Directors

Don't Know
if in Area

Program
Not in Area

Proyram is in Area, and:

Inde-
aterminate-- b/

Total-Cooperates
Does not
Cooperate

Other Upward Bound
Programs Ls/ 2.4 47.6 46.8 0.0 3.2 100.0

WN 8 155 152 0 10 326
NA/ 1 21 24 0 2 48

Talent Search 74/ 4.5 28.6 59.3 2.3 5.2 100.0
UN 15 93 193 8 17 326 ,
NA/ 2 16 26 1 3 48

Special Services 7c/ 4.2 21.8 66.4 1.9 5.7 . 100.0
WN 14 71 216 6 19 326
NA/ 2 12 29 1 4 48

Neighborhood Youth
Corps ZE/ 4.2 1.5 86.2 4.5 3.6 100.0

WN 14 5 281 15 12 326
NA/ 2 1 41 2 2 48

Job Corps LS/ 4.2 42.4 39.2 5.6 8.6 100.0
WV 14 138 128 18 28 326
NA/ 2 19 20 3 4 48

Cooperative Vocational
Educational Program wci 40.6 12.9 34.3 8.9 3.2 100.0

132 42 112 29 11 326
N-9Iv 18 6 18 4 2 48

High School Vork-
Study Program %Si 17.5 13.5 42.0 19.3 7.7 100.0

WN 57 44 137 63 25 326
NAY 9 6 21 8 4 48

Work - Dropout
Prevention Program wc/

28.8 24.7 31.0 8.7 6.8 100.0
Wli

N .c--1/

94

14

80
12

10 1

14

28
4

22

4

326
48

High School Equiyalency
Program %c/

10.3 6.2 71.4 8.6 3.6 100.0
WN
d/g-

33

6

20
3

233
33

28
4

12
2

326
48

Veterans' Programs XE/ 12.3 17.6 50.7 17.5 1.7 100.0
40 57 166 57 6 326

n/ 7 9 21 10 1 48

NOTE: Table based on responses to PDQ question 31. For approximate standard errors of percents, refer to
Table 5.1, column A.

a/
This represents primarily item nonrespcnse (i.e., failure to answer an item), but also includes multiple

responses, out-of-range responses; cild inconsistent responses.

b/
Weighted numbers and percentages may not total exactly due to rounding error.

c/- Percentages are based on weighted responses, adjusted for instrument nonresponse.

d/- Numbers do not include instrument nonrespondents.
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In the same geographic area as the UB projects. In general, if the other

programs operated in the vicinity of UB projects, cooperation existed.

Presumably, the UB projects benefited from this type of cooperation. as well

as the other programs.

This cooperativeness reported in the questionnaire results was also

reported during site visits. Some of the specific incidents of cooperation

mentioned were: (1) cross:referrals of clients; (2) followup and assistance

to UB college placemenrrs ((Special ServicesProgram.only); and (3) pooling

of resources to estahl-fqh :good community relationships.

D. USOE Regional Office

Some indications of relationships with USOE regional offices has

previously been presented in Tables 5.11 and 5.12. Only 6 percent of the

directors reported that no recommendations had been made by the regional

offices, and of those directors who reported having received recommendations,

the large majority reported that the recommendations were good to excellent.
3

The regional offices were reported as supportive or very supportive by 87

percent of the directors, as "indifferent" by 11 percent of the directors,

and as unsupportive or very unsupportive by 2 percent of the directors.

The nature of project relationships with the USOE regional offices,

were also investigated during site visitations. It should be pointed out,

however, that site visit data is particularly weak in this area due to the

fact that no more than two projects were visited in each region and infor-

mation about the relationship was obtained primarily from the project

director. Nevertheless, some insight into these relationships can be

gained from the site visits.

The valence of the reported relationship with the USOE regional offices

was generally pdsitive, but there was considerable variability. Project

directors as a group reported varying degrees of communication with regional

offices. Projects in decree regions, for example, noted satisfaction in the

dispatch with which certain decisions were made. Directors in another

region reported that there was regular and adequate communication, including

a yearly site visit, a proposal conference, feedback, and a meeting of the

region's project directors. The general sense among projects in the six
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other regions, however, was that there was less than optimal communication.

The regional staff responded when asked for assistance, but generally had

no systematic program of visiting, monitoring, evaluating, or assisting UB

projects. It was also noted that there was little in the way of training

for project directors.

Perhaps the most common concern, across projects and across regions,

was the timing of notification of funding and consequent actual late funding.

Several UB personnel noted that these circumstances hamper program develop-

ment, the hiring of the best instructors and counselors, the implementation

of staff training, student travel and other activitiesand that they cause

a considerable lowering of staff morale. In two regions it was found that

students were already on campus in the summer program before notification

was received of the approval of the grant. While these situations reflect

more upon the riskiness of the project director (and to some extent on the

willingness of the host institution to back him up), apparently some verbal

statement of funding had been obtained but written confirmation of the

grant had not been received. In all fairness to the regional offices, it

should be pointed out that they are but the last link in the chain involving

funding and, thus, are constrained from making their funding decisions

until othex sequential decisions regarding guidelines and available funds

have been made within another branch or agency of the federal government.

There were more specific concerns bearing on program management and

operations. Staff in several projects felt that regional requirements were

often precipitous or counterproductive. For example, a sudden decision at

the regional level purportedly required one project to change summer plans

at the last moment and to recruit a whole new contingent of older students.

Other expressed concerns included: (1) being required to drop students who

had been within poverty guidelines at induction but had crept above it a

year later; (2) having to meet a certain staff-student ratio requirement at

the last moment, making it necessary to release four instructors; (3)

rejecting a project's operational definition of "academic risk" without

providing any other definition or guidance.

Many of the complaints leveled at the regional offices were possibly

misdirected. Project directors seemed to see the regional offices as
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.having more latitude in administering the program than they had in reality.

Since the nature of these complaints rarely bear on matters over which the

regional offices have control, they will not be documented; however, the

misperception on the part of project directors as to the nature of regional

office operations does signal a communications or rapport problem.

E. Community and Advisory Groups

Projects are encouraged by the federal regulations and guidelines to

utilize community resources in operating UB, in the form of advisory com-

mittees. The guidelines further suggest three community-based committee

types (Community Resources, Parents, and Academic), and the composition is

outlined as consisting of parents, low-income community leaders, and repre-

sentatives of colleges and high schools. Addj.tionally, a student advisory

committee is suggested, to be composed of UB participants.

Table 5.16 shows project directors' reports of having Community

Resources, Parent, Academic, or Student Advisory Commitcees. As seen in

the table, 95 percent of the project directors reported the existence of a

Parent Advisory Committee, while 82, 70, and 50 percent reported Academic,

Student Advisory, and Community Resources Committees, respectively.11/

The table also shows that in nearly all projects with the specified commit-

tees, the committees reportedly met at least twice a year, with most meeting

at least four times a year.

The impression of advisory committees gained during site visits was

somewhat different. While all but two visited projects had advisory commit-

tees, most of these had just one such group. The single committee was

typically composed of all the community members suggested in the guidelines

plus UB students. In one case, however, the committee was composed entirely
of parents. It may be that while actually one committee exists at these

projects, subcommittees handle the issues related to community relations,

acadepic matters, student concerns, and parent concerns. Such subcommittees

may have been afforded full committee status for purposes of questionnaire

completion.

11/
These percentages exclude projects that either failed to answer these

items or reported not having the committees.

248
5.43



T
a
b
l
e
 
5
.
.
1
6

E
X
I
S
T
E
N
C
E
 
A
N
D
 
F
R
E
Q
U
E
N
C
Y
 
O
F
 
M
E
E
T
I
N
G
S
 
O
F
 
V
A
R
I
O
U
S
 
U
P
W
A
R
D
 
B
O
U
N
D
 
A
D
V
I
S
O
R
Y
 
C
O
M
M
I
T
T
E
E
S

T
y
p
e
 
o
f
 
C
o
m
m
i
t
t
e
e

P
e
r
c
e
n
t
a
g
e
 
a
n
d
 
N
u
m
b
e
r
 
o
f
 
P
r
o
j
e
c
t
s

P
r
o
j
e
c
t
 
D
o
e
s
n
'
t

H
a
v
e
 
C
o
m
m
i
t
t
e
e

P
r
o
j
e
c
t
 
h
a
s
 
C
o
m
m
i
t
t
e
e
;
 
M
e
e
t
i
n
g
s
 
H
e
l
d

I
n
d
e
-

a
t
e
r
m
i
n
a
t
e
-

T
o
t
a
l
l
i

M
o
n
t
h
l
y

o
r
 
M
o
r
e

Q
u
a
r
t
e
r
l
y

T
w
i
c
e
 
a

Y
e
a
r

L
e
s
s
 
t
h
a
n

T
w
i
c
e
/
Y
e
a
r

C
o
m
m
u
n
i
t
y
 
R
e
s
o
u
r
c
e
s

C
o
m
m
i
t
t
e
e

P
a
r
e
n
t
 
A
d
v
i
s
o
r
y

C
o
m
m
i
t
t
e
e

A
c
a
d
e
m
i
c
 
A
d
v
i
s
o
r
y

C
o
m
m
i
t
t
e
e

S
t
u
d
e
n
t
 
A
d
v
i
s
o
r
y

C
o
m
m
i
t
t
e
e

7
c
/

W
N K
V

%
-
g
i

W
N d
/

N
- c
/

7
.
-

W
N

N
A
/

7
c
/

W
N N
V

3
9
.
8

1
3
0

1
9

0
.
0

0
.
0

0
.
0

1
0
.
2
3
3 6

2
1
.
0

6
8

1
0

2
.
8 9 1

2
3
.
5 7
7

1
0

1
1
.
7 3
8 4

2
6
.
0

8
5

1
1

3
3
.
4

1
0
9

1
7

3
9
.
2

1
2
8

2
1

4
5
.
0

1
4
7
2
5

2
9
.
0

9
5

1
4

1
3
.
6

4
4 7

2
6
.
9
8
8

1
3

2
2
.
8 7
4 9

1
3
.
0
4
3 7

0
.
0

0 0 4
.
6

1
5 1

2
.
3 8 1

1
.
7 6 1

1
0
.
4

3
4 4

5
.
8

1
8 3

8
.
0 2
6 3

9
.
2

3
0 5

1
0
0
.
0

3
2
6

4
8

1
0
0
.
0

3
2
6

4
8

1
0
0
.
0

3
2
6

4
8

1
0
0
.
0

3
2
6

4
8

N
O
T
E
:

T
a
b
l
e
 
b
a
s
e
d
 
o
n
 
r
e
s
p
o
n
s
e
s
 
t
o
 
P
D
Q
 
q
u
e
s
t
i
o
n
 
2
4
.

F
o
r
 
a
p
p
r
o
x
i
m
a
t
e
 
s
t
a
n
d
a
r
d
 
e
r
r
o
r
s
 
o
f
 
p
e
r
c
e
n
t
s
,
 
r
e
f
e
r

t
o

T
a
b
l
e
 
5
.
1
,
 
c
o
l
u
m
n
 
A
.

a
/

T
h
i
s
 
r
e
p
r
e
s
e
n
t
s
 
p
r
i
m
a
r
i
l
y
 
i
t
e
m
 
n
o
n
r
e
s
p
o
n
s
e
 
(
i
.
e
.
,
 
f
a
i
l
u
r
e

t
o
 
a
n
s
w
e
r
 
a
n
 
i
t
e
m
)
,
 
b
u
t
 
a
l
s
o
 
i
n
c
l
u
d
e
s
 
m
u
l
t
i
p
l
e

r
e
s
p
o
n
s
e
s
,
 
o
u
t
-
o
f
-
r
a
n
g
e
 
r
e
s
p
o
n
s
e
s
,
 
a
n
d
 
i
n
c
o
n
s
i
s
t
e
n
t
 
r
e
s
p
o
n
s
e
s
.

b
/

W
e
i
g
h
t
e
d
 
n
u
m
b
e
r
s
 
a
n
d
 
p
e
r
c
e
n
t
a
g
e
s
 
m
a
y
 
n
o
t
 
t
o
t
a
l
 
e
x
a
c
t
l
y
 
d
u
e

t
o
 
r
o
u
n
d
i
n
g
 
e
r
r
o
r
.

c
/

P
e
r
c
e
n
t
a
g
e
s
 
a
r
e
 
b
a
s
e
d
 
o
n
 
w
e
i
g
h
t
e
d
 
r
e
s
p
o
n
s
e
s
,
 
a
d
j
u
s
t
e
d
 
f
o
r
 
i
n
s
t
r
u
m
e
n
t

n
o
n
r
e
s
p
o
n
s
e
.

d
/

N
u
m
b
e
r
s
 
d
o
 
n
o
t
 
i
n
c
l
u
d
e
 
i
n
s
t
r
u
m
e
n
u
 
n
o
n
r
e
s
p
o
n
d
e
n
t
s
.



Tables presented earlier (Table 5.11 and 5.12) showed the project

directors' evaluation of the support received from community groups. As

shown in Table 5.12, project directors rated recommendations received from

community groups as good, on the average--not at the level of recommendations

from other groups closer to projects (such as students or staff), but

better than those of the USOE regional and national offices. The entries

in Table 5.11 indicate that the local community was considered by project

directors to be supportive, but slightly less supportive than nearly all

other groups considered. Thus, it seems that while project directors

reported that the interactions of their projects with the community were

satisfactory, they were not as good as relationships with groups more

closely related to the projects. This is consistent with reports received

during site visits.

Table 5.17 lists a number of services that parents or community groups

may perform for the UB projects. While the services included in the list

may be rendered by any parent or community group, they are ones that the

various UB Advisory or Resources Committees are likely to perform. 12/ As

indicated in the table, all but one of the services on the list were reported

to have been performed for at least 74 percent of the projects. The excep-

tion was the service of "securing additional funds," which was reported

performed at only 43 percent of the projects.23/ Also presented in Table

5.17 are the project directors' ratings of the effectiveness with which the

services were performed. On the average, the performance of most services

were regarded as moderately effective or slightly better. "Offering

suggestions for program improvements" was seen to have been done very

effectively, but securing additional funds (the one service performed for

less than half of the projects), was seen to have been ineffectively executed,

even when performed. One would not expect parent and community groups to

be very effective in securing additional funds.

12/
The question (number 25 of the PDQ) inquired whether parents or com-

munity groups had performed the services, neither excluding nor explicitly
including the Committees.

13/
These percentages exclude projects not responding to these functions

and those reporting they were not performed.
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Site visit observations indicated that the advisory groups generally

functioned in one of two ways. Either they provided some guidance and

assistance on routine or emergency matters, or they served public relations

.functions and aided in raising scholarship money. They were viewed--and

viewed themselves--as advisory in nature and not as policy groups, although

in two projects advisory members interviewed prospective instructors.

Advisory groups at visited projects met anywhere from once to four times a

year. There was relatively little indication from project staff of tha

essentiality of these groups, but they were generally viewed as important

to UB for reasons of moral support, communications, and contact with parents.

At one project, all school superintendents in the target area were on the

project's advisory board. One result of this was exemplary relationships

with feeder high schools, and another was the willingness to release

school counselors for annual one-day workshops to discuss and study Upward

Bound.

VI. COST ANALYSIS

USOE is the primary source of financial resources for the UB program,

so it is important that the program be described and analyzed in terms of

its financial characteristics and the relatiorship of those characteristics

to other program resources, processes, and outputs. The variability of the

distribution of sources and uses of funding will be described, and inferences

concerning differences in program economy is expressed.

The primary data source for the cost and staffing pattern analyses was
the set of fiscal and staffing questions contained in the PDQ. Attempts

were made to obtain other sources of data regarding costs. One-such source

sought was the Quarterly Financial Report for Upward Bound Projects (OE

Form 1227), containing data on the total federal and nonfederal funds

approved and expended during the fiscal year for personnel, nonpersonnel,

and indirect cost categories. Another financial report, the Annual Financial
Audit Report for the 1974 Fiscal Year, was also requested from the projects.

This latter report contains beginning and ending balance sheets of project

assets and liabilities, and a statement of revenues or receipts, expenditures,

and changes in fund balances for the fiscal year.
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The use of these supplemental data sources was precluded due to insuf-

ficient return of the requested reports. The Quarterly Financial Report

for UB (OE Form 1227) was requested from all sample projects hut received

from only 21. With this lilmited return rate, the information on OE Form-

1227 was of potential use only as a consistency check for the PDQ. Unfor-

tunately, comparable data from the PDQ and OE Form 1227 were available for

only 16 projects. The total funding reported on the PDQ for those projects

was $124,322, or 8 percent more than the $114,602 reported on OE Form 1227.

The sample of 16 comparable projects was too small to derive reliable

inferences about the consistency of responses between the two instruments;

in fact, differences in the level of funding reported in the questionnaire

and OE Form 1227 night be expected for several reasons. Requests for the

Audit Report for the 1974 Fiscal Year met with even less success, and the

11 forms provided did not permit the use of this information.

The PDQ responses were thus the only remaining source of fiscal infor-

mation with a sufficient number of responding projects; however, a con-

siderable potential for .1.-ror exists in these data. The PDQ solicited an

extensive complex of fiscal and staffing information, leading in some cases

to complete cr partial omissions or misinterpretations of specific details. 14/

The nature of the responses in many questionnaires reflected the difficulties

experienced by project directors in allocating costs among the various

categories for the summer and academic year programs.

Responses to the questionnaire item concerning the sources and uses of

funds were further confounded by alternative treatments of in-kind contri-

butions. In some cases, project directors separated in-kind contributions

from their estimates of the sources and uses of funds; in other cases, in-

kind contributions were included at their estimated cash value. This

created a problem when it could not be determined which approach was taken.

A related problem occurred when the question regarding contributions and

14/
Site visit verification of these responses during interviews with

project directors indicated that all direccors questioned (12) had omitted
relevant items or had misinterpreted the exact nature of the required
fiscal or staff data. Although 15 sites were visited, on three of these
visits the responses co.Ald not be verified since the PDQ had not been com-
pleted prior to the visit.

2 5 3
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in-kind payments was' not answered. In such cases, the absence of response
was assumed to mean that no cash or in-kind contributions were received (an
assumntion that may or may not be warranted).

Responses to the PDQ were edited and were verified (and revised if

necessary) during site visits to insure maximum validity for the analysis.
The extent of uncovered discrepances within and among data sources suggests,
however, that instances of double counting, omission, misinterpretation,

and response errors very likely remain in the data which were not verified,
and the results of the analyses must be interpreted cautiously.

Although questionnaires were mailed to a sample of 54 projects selected
from UB projects funded in program year 1973-74, the number of projects for
which data were available for analyses of project costs and staffing patterns
raaged from 16 to 48,11i depeading upon the type of association under

review. Due to these large variations in item and subitem16/ response
rates, some difficulties wen:, encountered in analysis. For this reason,

two types of population estimates for aggregate cost characteristics are
presented in this section: (a) unweighted estimates that were computed

using unit weights without adjustaents for instrument nonresponse; and (b)
weighted estimates that were computed using the unequal sampling weights
after imputation for missing data. 17/ The unweighted estimates are quite
possibly biased due to the combined influence of unequal probabilities of
sample selection, unrepresentativeness of nonrespondents, and response
discrepancies. The weighted estimates are also subject to response error
biases and also include error introduced due to the imperfect relationship
in the regression equation used to impute missing values. Thus, while the

unweighted estimates have fewer possible sources for bias, they contain an

15/
Only 48 projects responded to the PDQ.

16/
In many instances, project directors would provide total cost fig-ares,

but not component costs, or provide total year costs without providing
separate breakdowns for the academic year program and the sumer program.
17/

Imputations for missing cost data were determined by using the best
fitting linear regression equation between project costs and project size(i.e., number of students served). Sampling weights used were inversely
proportional to,the probability of project selection.
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additional source of possible error. The extent of improvement or deteri-

oration in accuracy of the weighted estimates is, therefore, unknown. The

weighted costs (computed for major cost categories-,-average total project

costs and average cost per student for the summer, academic year, and total

year program) are presented primarily to provide alternate estimates for

comparison.

Unweighted estimates alone are presented for the detailed cost com-

ponents (e.g., personnel, travel, equipment) within the major cost categories

due to the high nonresponse rate for some of these components. The relative

level of the detailed cost components to the total cost categories was the

issue of analysis, and the ratios were believed to be stable between the

weighted and unweighted cost data; therefore, calculations using weighted

data are not reported. For the regression analyses, reported in subsections

B and C, unweighted data were used throughout.

A. Descriptive Profiles of Project Costs

The cost data from the PDQ were analyzed to obtain a descriptive

profile of the UB projects with respect to sources and uses of funds for

the 1973 summer program, the 1973-74 academic year.program, and the total

program year. This profile, illustrating the levels of cost in each cate-

gory, is contained in Table 5.18 and was derived from data submitted by 35

to 39 DB projects, depending upon the particular category of cost and

funding source. Since fewer projects contributed to the estimates of the

cost components than to the totals, the sum of the component entries in the

columns of Table 5.18 will not equal the total project cost figure given in

the table. Totals of the components within a given program session (ac-

ademic year or summer) will, however, represent the sum of the elements

leading to that total.

The unweighted average total cost per project (excluding in-kind

contributions) was estimated as $122,206 for the 1973-74 program year. The

unweighted total project dollar costs averaged $693532 for the 1973 summer

2".
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Table 5.18

AVERAGE CCSTS OF UPWARD BOUND PROJECTS, BY SOURCES OF ITN0S

a1973 S /ummer Program-
1973-74

Academic Ye
Average
Total

c/
Cosc-$ Prom $ From $ Pram $ From

Cost Categories Federal
sources

Nonfederal
Sources d/

Total--

Federal
Sources

Nonfederal
Sources

Personnel eosos:
Salaries and wages $26,360 $2,677 $29,037 $26,553 $4,604 $31,597 $60,634
Fringe benefits 2,032 110 2,142 2,446 345 2,791 4,933
Consultants and contract
services 175 55 230 275 25 300 530

Travel:
Student 1,722 111 1,833 1,921 126 2,047 3,880
Other 621 59 680 817 100 917 1,597
Total 2,343 170 2,513 2,715 226 2,941 5,454

Equipment 819 130 949 365 92 457 1,406

Room and Board 17,523 866 18,389 8,55131 0 8,351 26,940

Stipends 4,195 117 4,312 9,521 161 9,682 13,994

Tuition 1,325 595 1,920 156 0 156 2,076

Other direct costs 4,704 228 4,932 4,020 453 4,473 9,405

Indirect costs 2,430 867 3,297 2,661 1,587 4,248 7,545

Unweighted toW.
ect costs- 63 773 3 615 69,532 51 524 6 873 56 226 122.206

_aro
weighted total

t/to ect costs- 63 769 51.863 1112986

NOTE: The average cost values presented in this table are based on data from 35 to 39 project responses,
depending on the cost category considered. rhe component cost figures result from unweighted calcu-
lotions with no adjustments for instrument or item nonresponse. If some component cost information
were given within a program phase (summer or academic year), then omitted items were assumed to be
SO.00 within that phase.

-4-1 Based am the data from 37 to 39 projects.

b/
Based oa the data from 35 to 38 projects.

Si For the composite costs, this represents the siMple sum cf the total average costs for the rwo program
components. This is not the case for the weighted and unweighted total program costs (see footnotes e end f).

4/ with the exception of total figures, this represents the simple sum of federal and nonfederal figures.

e/- Due to smaller numbers of projeCts providing component information than total cost iaformaticn, sums of
average component costs within columns do not equal average project cost for that column. The totals within
this row will not equal the sum of the averages for the separate program phases or funding sources since the
averages are based on data from different subsets of projecta.

f/
Computed using sampling weights and imputations for missing values. The total within this row will

not equal the sw.. of the averages for the separate program phases since the averages are based on imputed.
values computed from different regression equations.

Thi s expenditure for rocm and board during the academic year (which is not a residential program) is
somewhat surprising. Certain expenses might be expected (such as lodging and meals during visits to other
institutions or cultural activities at sites of some distance from the project, or rent for some campus
facilities used). The entry may, however, reflect error due to the difficulty reported (and observed) of
project directors in completing the questionnaire items related to projec.: expendittmes.
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program and $56,226 for the 1973-74 academic year programAi When missing

values were imputed and sampling weights were applied, the average yearly

cost per project wa $111,986, and the average costs for the 1973 summer

program and the 1973-74 academic year program were $63,769 and $51,863,

respectively.121 The weighted costs are seen to be approximately 8 percent

less than the corresponding uvweighted costs.

The actual dollar amounts ;for the composite costs are probably in-

flated. The average total cost is less than the sum of the composite costs

within every column of Table 5.18; this suggests that projects with smaller

ope7:ating budgets did not report total costs. Moreover, the weighted

average total costs (which give greater weight to the smaller projects,

that were less likely to be selected into the sample and that have smaller

budgets) are less than the unweighted average total costs. If one accepts

the weighted figures as more accurate, then this also suggests inflated

values of the composite cost averages. The major concern regarding com-

posite costs, however, lies not with their absolute value but with their

value relative to total costs. This matter will be addressed below under

the assumptions that: (1) proportional allocation of resources is, on the

average, relatively stable over projects; and (2) the larger projects,

which contribute most heavily to the reported composite cost figures, are

in fact representative of the population in their allocation of funds. For

these computations the sum of the composite costs was used in determination

of proportional costs rather than using the Average Total Cost.

For the summer program, personnel costs accounted for $31,409, or 45

percent of the sum of all component costs; nonpersonnel direct costs

accounted for $35,528, or 50 percent of the sum; and irldirect costs accounted

for $3,297, or 5 percent of the sum. In comparison, the unweighted costs

18/
Total unweighted program year average cost is not equal to the sum

of the average costs for the summer program and the academic year program,
since computations leading to these values were based on different subsets
of projects. Summer costs were based on data from 39 projects, academic
year costs were based on data from 35 projects, and total year costs were
based on data from 35 projects reporting both summer and academic year
costs.

19/
The weighted program year average cost is not equal to the sum of the

average costs of the two separate program phases. This is because three
different regression equations were used in imputing missing values (one
each for the summer program, academic year program, and program year).

5.52
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for the 1973-74 academic year program were distributeui as follows: per-

sonnel costs were $34,688, or 51 percent of the sum; nonpersonnel direct

costs were $29,224, or 43 percent of the sum; and indirect $4,248, or 6

percent of the sum. For both programs, wages and salaries constituted the

largest single expense, followed by payments for room _and board and stipends.

The data on average costs of UB projects contained in Table 5.18

suggest that the average total costs for the 1973-74 academic year program

were comparable to the costs of the 1973 summer program in magnitude.

While the summer program is of shorter duration, it is more intense, in-

volving more full-time staff members and often more students. There are

also additional expenses incurred during the summer program involving the

housing and feeding of UB participants on the host institution campus.19

The allocation of costs within the two program sessions differs somewhat,

primarily in the intuitive increase during the summer program of expenses

for room and board for the residential students and for tuition (presumably

for summer Bridge students who are taking college credit courses)-.

As can be seen from Table 5.18, nonfederal funds account, on the

average, for a small proportion of project costs. During the 1973 summer

program nonfederal funds made up only 8 percent of the sum of federal and

nonfederal expenses. During the 1973-74 academic year program, the analo-

gous percent was 11 percent. The average nonfederal values are, however,

somewhat misleading. More than half of the responding projects reported no

nonfederal funds, while the maximum nonfederal support reported was $175

thousand and $100 thousand for the summer and academic year programs,

respectively.

The estimated project L.Jsts described above are dollar costs to the

pojects and exclude the value of in-kind contributions; i.e., resources

contributed to the projects, such as office space, facilities, equipment,

and administrative, service delivery, and support services, provided free

or at a price below value. Unweighted estimates of the value of in-kind

contributions, obtained from responses to the PDQ, were $4,084 per project

20f
Although some expenses for room and board were reported for the

academic year, these expenses are greater for the summer program (see
Table 5.18).
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for the summer program and $5,065 per project for the academic year program.

The average composition of in-kind contributions by source is shown in

Table 5.19. Although the magnitude of the bias is unknown, the estimates

of in-kind contributions are believed to be biased downward due to concep-

tual difficulties of estimating the extent and value of such contributions,

and because they were omitted or not valued on many of the questionnaires

(and assumed, in these cases, to be zero). However, unless gross bias

exists, the value of in-kind contributions is relatively insignificant

since the reported values of these contributions constitutes only about 8

percent of the total unweighted average value of funding.

B. Project Cost Differences

Project costs for the 1973 summer program and the 1973-74 academic

year program varied widely among the UB projects. The unweighted average

total costs per project for the summer program, excluding In-kind contribu-

tions, was $69,532, but individual project costs ranged from $9,792 to

$175,000; and the average total cost per project for the academic year was

$56,226, but varied from $17,500 to $134,000. To infer from the above data

that one type of program was more or less costly than another would be

misleading since many factors must be accounted for. Factors which were

analyzed for association with the variations in project costs included

whether the project was for the summer or academic year, the number of

students served by the project, the area or density of the population

served by the project, the type of host institution, and project staffing

pattern. Project costs were analyzed with respect to these factors to

determine the magnitude and direction of their influence. Linear regres-

sion analysis21/-- was the primary statistical method employed to measure the

degree of association between total project costs and the factors listed

above.

21/
This method generates the equation for a straight line that provides

the "best" prediction of some criterion variable from a predictor variable
(or set of predictor

2
variables). The square of the correlation between

the two variables (R ) measures the proportion of variance in the criterion
variable that may be accounted for by this linear prediction. See
Appendix I for a more detailed discussion of regression analysis.
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Table 5.19

AVERAGE CONTRIBUTION OF SPONSORING AGENCIES OR-
INSTITUTIONS TO UPWARD BOUND PROJECTS, 1973-74

1973
Summer Pro:ram

1973-74
Academic Year

Total 1973-74
a/

Sum of Columns)=._

Source of Contributions

Cash 4 788 $ 881 $ 2,155
In-kind

Personnel 1,038 2,071 3,059
Facilities 2,068 2,458 4,295
Other 978 536 2,949

Total Contributionb/- 5,216 6,410 12,361

NOTE: Values presented in this table were computed on data from 40 to 43
projects. The average values are unweightc7.d and based only on
determinate responses.

a/
Values are not equal to the sum of values in columns 1 and 2 because some

projects furnished data only for the total program year and thus do not contri-
bute to the summer or academic year averages.

b/
Total values are not equal to the sum of the components because some

projects provided only data for total contribution and thus do not contribute
to the componeo.c averages.
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1. Project Size

In these analyses, a logical causal relationship was inferred

(e.g., the total project cost depends upon the number of clients

served). Once the linear regression line is determined, one may

predict the total project cost based on the value of the causal

variable, and a comparison of this predicted number with the actual

data provides useful information on the degree to which a project's

cost varies from the norm.

Unweighted project costs were analyzed separately for the 1973

summer program and the 1973-74 academic year program as well as for

the aggregate total annual project costs. Before project costs were

analyzed, the data were adjusted to account for differences in the

number of students served in the summer program and the number served

during the academic year. For analysis purposes a weighted average

number of students served was obtained from the following calculation:

/Number of

[

Number of students
Weighted Average= 2(students in + 9 in academic year + 11.

\summer program program

A regression analysis of the association between the total yearly

cost per project and the average number of students per month in each

project confirmed the intuitive conclusion that project costs are

positively associated with the number of students served. The equation

derived from the regression analysis is:

AVERAGE NUMBER OF )
TOTALANNUAL PROJECT COST = $1,722 + $1,499

(STUDENTS PER MONTH '

A statistic derived from the regression equation, the squared correlation

coefficient (R
2
), indicates that the association is relatively strong;

specifically, that 58 percent of the variation in total costs among

projects may be explained by the variation in the number of students



served by the projects. The regression equation was based on cost
data from 34 projects.121

A scatter diagram, the "best fit" line from the regression equa-
tion, and the 95 percent confidence Interval for predicted values of

total cost are shown in Figure 5.1. Each point represents, for a

single project, the coordinate of the number of students (on the

horizontal axis) and the total project costs (on the vertical axis).
From the regression line one could predict that the total cost of a

project which served 100 students per month would be $151,622, i.e.,

$1,722 + $1,499 (100).

An analysis of project costs, classified according to summer
program costs and academic year costs, yielded a somewhat different

perspective of the relationship between project costs and the number
of students served. The regression equation for the total project

costs allocated to the summer program as a function of the total
number of students served in the summer program was:

TOTAL SUMMER (TOTAL NUMBER OF STUDENTS= $13,261 + $657PROJECT COSTS IN THE SUMMER PROGRAM )

This relationship accounted for 46 percent of the variation in the
total summer program costs among projects-and was based on cost data
from 38 projects.

A comparable equation for the relationship between the total
academic year program costs and the number of students in each aca-
demic year program was also determined. Approximately 49 percent of

22/
Statistical significance of the regression equations derived will notbe presented. Recall that the regression analyses were performed with un-

weighted data, which assumes equal likelihood of the data points (which
was not exactly the case for the current project sample). Moreover, pro-jects with nonresponse to the PDQ or to the cost item could not contribute
to the analyses. It is likely that the responding projects were not repre-sentative of the total population for this reason. Finally, the sampling
plan used was not simple random sampling and a design effect may have beenintroduced (some calculations performed in analyzing other data for this chapter
suggest that the design effect was probably close to 1, however). Assuming
equally likely data points, no bias due to nonresponse, and a design effect
of 1, statistical tests were performed on the relationships. No relation-
ship which would have occurred more than 1 time in 100 by chance under these
assumptions is reported in this chapter.
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the variation in total project academic year costs was explained by

project size. The equation derived from the academic year data was:

TOTAL ACADEMIC TOTAL NUMBER OF STUDENTS IN)
YEAR COSTS -$598 $7-I-

n

THE ACADEMIC YEAR PROGRAM

and was based on 34 observations. The regression lines, associated

data points, and 95 percent confidence intervals for the summer program

and the academic year program are shown in Figures 5.2 and 5.3,

respectively.

2. Other Factors

.Evea though the average number of students served per month

appeared to be a good predictor of project costs for the entire pro-

gram year, factors other than project siz! certainly influence the

level of project fundings and, consequently, project costs. Other

factors which were examined for their influence on total project costs

were the type of host institution and the relative proximity of the

project to its students. Thirty-five of the 48 respondents to the

PDQ, whose projects were sponsored by either a public or private

educational institution, furnished comparable cost data. Table 5.20

summarizes the average yearly total project costs according to the

classification of sponsoring institutions for those 35 projects. The

difference in total costs between types of sponsoring institutions is

quite small in light of the small sample size and the large standard

deviations of the costs.

Another factor considered was whether project costs varied with

respect to the geographic location of the majority of its students.

Project dizectors were asked to indicate the percent of their project's

students who came from each of 10 location categories. Their responses

were then collapsed into three general location categories (based on

the location of the majority of its students) as follows: (a) rural

or small town, including reservation, rural or farming community.,

small city or town of fewer than 50,000 people that is not a suburb;

(h) medium-sized city or suburb, including medium-sized city (50,000-
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100,000 people), suburb of a medium-sized city, suburb of a large

city, suburb o.c. a very large city; and (c) pity with over 102A0(2.

22ople. -

A summary of the unweighted average total proiect costs for the

three categories of project location is given in Table 5.21. The

average total costs for projects with a majority of their students

from medium-sized cities or suburbs and those for projects with a

majority of their students from large cities are quite similar at

$148,296 and $137,985, respectively. In comparison, the average total

cost of those projects with a majority of their students from small

towns or rural areas was $100,891--approximately $40,000 less than

projects in the other two categories. Noting that projects in small

towns and rural communities tend to serve fewer students than those in

larger communities, it is quite possible that project size is contri-

buting to these observed differences. (dhen project size is controlled,

no such locational differences are observed--see subsection IV.0

below.) Further, since the range of project costs within each location

category was relatively large and the differences in total project

costs among location categories were relatively small compared to this

variability and the small sample sizes, there is little indication

that location of students is an important factor in affecting project

costs.

Total project costs for the 1973 summer and 1973-74 academic year

programs were also reviewed with-respect to staffing characteristics,

classification of the host iu.iitution by academic level, and propor-

tion of project 2osts funded by USU. No associations were found.
3. Summaa.

The primary conclusion from the analysis of project total MJSZS

is that project size is the greatest identifiable determinant of

project total costs, and that other variables examined show little

or no meaningful relationship to costs after partialling out the

effect of project size. Project size is, however, a reliable pre-

dictor of total project costs, explaining approximately half of the
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total variation in costs among projects (for summer program, academic

:,..!ar program, and total program year). No other variable examined

except staff size showed a meaningful association with project costs

(since staff size and number of students served are very closely

related, these results are not reported). In the next subsection 'the

impact of different factors on project costs will be reconsidered,

after adjusting the data to remove the influence of project size.

C. Prolect Costs_Per Student

A positive association between the level of project costs and the

number of students participating in a project was expected, since a project

receiving extensive financial resources is capable of serving more students.

Conversely, a project proposing to serve many students is likely to receive

more funding than a =ail project if for no other reason than to provide

for student stipends and the larger staff required.2-1/ In the preceding

subsection, a strong positive association was shown to:Axist between the

total project costs and the.number.of students served by a project. Other

factors of interest are more effectively examined after the cost data have

been adjusted to account for the influence attributable to project size.

This adjustment was made for the annual total project cost data by dividing

the costs by the weighted average number of students served each month,

yielding a cost per student measure. Adjustments were made for the 1973

summer program and the 1973-74 academic year program cost data by dividing

the total project costs attributable to those programs by the total number

of students served in each of those programs. These data then provided the

basis for further analysis.

As part of the cost analysis, the project cost per student was analyzed

with respect to project size, staffing patterns, type of host institution,

and the type or size of the community in which the majority of the project's

students are located. However, no meaningful associations were found to

exist between project ..osts per student and any of those proiect character-

istics. For example, the relationship between the level of total yearly

23/
Proposed number of students to be served is the major determinant in

the funding equations used by the USOE Regional Offices.
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project costs per student and the weighted average of the number of students

per month served by each project was examined to determine whether economies

of scale existed among UB projects. Such economies would be demonstrated

if the project costs per student were inversely related to the number of

students in each project. Mathematical transformations of the data (natural

logarithm), as well as the raw data, were analyzed by linear regression

analysis to determine the degree of association which existed. None of the

resulting equations were found to explain more than 10 percent of the total

variation in total costs per stUdent among projects.

The unweighted total cost per student served in the summer program

averaged $853 with a standard deviation of $234. This was comparable to

the total cost per student incurred in the academic year program, which

averaged $711 with a standard deviation of $248. Corresponding weighted

estimates were $830 per student in the summer program and $700 per student

during the academic year. Thus, the program costs per student were nearly

identical for weighted and unweighted costs, and the differences existing

between program phases was small relative to the standard deviations,

considering the small sample size.

VII. PROJECT STAFFING PATTERNS

A characteristic of UB projects which may impact on their capacity

and capability to.provide services to students is the project staffing

pattern. A descriptive profile is presented in Table 5.22.

During the 1973-74 academic year program the project staff averaged

3.4 full-time and 9.3 part-time employees, and the 1973 summer program

consisted of 10.2 fuil-tine and'13.0 part-time persons.. The average

values are misleading, however, because a few projects maintained very

large staffs, while most contained relatively small staffs. This does not

mean that small projects operated with skeleton staffs, but that the mix of

employees, by type of position, varied among projects and that individuals

performed multipl funct-7.ons in projects. It should be noted that the

average number of project directors per project was less than one

(mean = .8), since the directors of some projects allocated a porton of
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Table 5.22

DESCRIPTIVE PROFILE OF UPWARD BOUND PROJECT STAFFING PATTERNS
BY SUMMER AND ACADEMIC YEAR PROGRAMS

Average Number of Persons Employed In:

1973 Summer Program 1973-74 Academic Year Program

Type of Positf.on Full-thne Part-time Full-time Part-time

Project Director .8 .1 .8 .1
Assistant Project .6 .1 .5 .1

Director

University .6 1.6 .0 .7
Instructor

High School 1.8 3,.3 .2 2.4
Instructor

Senior Counselor .5 .5 .3 .2

Tutor/Counselor 3.4 3.4 .4 1.9
Tutor .4 .7 .0 1.5
Secretary .8 .2 .7 .2
Volunteers .1 .7 .2 .7
Other 1.2 2.4 .3 1.5
Tot0. 10.2 13.0 3.4 9.3

NOTE: These results are based on responses from 48 Project directors to
question 39 of the PDQ. The reported values result from unweighted
calculations with no adjustment for in&trument nonresponse.
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their time to other programs or activities, and were not committed full-

time to UB.

To describe the profile of staffing patterns more generally, the 10

staff positions were collapsed into three staff functions: (a) Adminis-

trative, including project director and assistant project director; (b)

Service Delivery, including university instructor, high school instructor,

senior counselor, tutor/counselor, and tutor; and (c) Support, including

secretary, volunteer, and other. A summary of the average number of persons

employed for each staff function is contained in Table 5.23. From this

summary a single measure of project staffing intensity was generated. This

measure, the number of full-time equivalent (FTE) employees, was calculated

for each project by adding one-half the number of part-time employees to

the number of full-time emp3oyees.24/ As Table 5.23 illustrates, the

number of full-time equivalent employees is similar for the summer and

academic year program for administrative and support personnel, but differs

significantly for service delivery personnel, due to the intensity oi the

summer program services. An average of 11.5 FTE persons are employed

during the summer program but only 43 FTE persons are employed, on the

average, during the academic year program.

A question of interest about staffing patterns was whether the propor-

tion of project funds expended for personnel costs was related to the

number of students served by a project. To answer this question a regres-

sion analysis was performed with the proportion of total costs allocated

for personnel as the dependent variable, and the average number of students

served per month as the independent variable. As one might expe-t, the

proportion of a project's total costs allocated to personnel expenses is

inversely related to project size. The regression equation derived was:

TOTAL PERSONNEL COST
TOTAL PROJE07 COST

(AVERAGE NUMBER OF 1,.6600 - .0024
STUDENTS PER MONTH/

24/
While the calculation used to determine FTE employees is reasonably

valid for the summer program, it may provide an artifically inflated
value for the,academic year program. During the academic year, it is
not uncommon for part-time staff members to be employed for less than
8 hours per week (typically an evening during the week or Saturday
morning).
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An economic interpretation of the relationship is that during the 1973-74

program year, a maximum of 66 percent of project expenses were for personnel;

but the proportional allocation declined by 2.4 percent for every 10 students

added to the project. This interpretation is intuitively reasonable since

each functioning project would require a basic complement of administrative

personnel regardless of it size. The equation, however, explains only 35

percent of the total variation in the proportion of total project costs

allocated to personnel expenses among projects, leaving 65 percent of the

variation unexplained.

VIII. SUMMARY

This chapter has desclioed a iarge number of dimensions of.the

structure and function of IA projects, using as units of analysis the

project as represented by the responses of project directors, instructors,

and counselors (responses of instrucors and counselors having been aggre-

gated separately within project). Also presented in this chapter were the

large bulk of observations made during site visitations to 15 projects.

After a general characterization of UB operations, as drawn from site visits,

major toptcs addressed in the chapter were: programmatic characteristics

of the projects, including activities offered and project emphases; inter-

p2rsona1 relationships of individuals within the project; project relations

with other groups, institutions, and organizations; project costs; and

proiect staffirtg patterns. A table of generalized standard errors was

provided to aid in interpretation of tabular results.

A major finding of both site visits and questionnaire results was that

Upward Bound does not appear to represent a single intervention treatment,

or even two or three clearly delineated treatments. While mdst program

purposes appeared to be common among the sample of projects visited, and

among thosi:, returning staff questionnaires, thel...e were many important

differences in the implementation of UB, and thus it was not easy to describe

even a "typical" project except in the most general terms.

Site visits revealed considerable insight into project operations.

Projects differed in their purposes, emphases, and assumptions. While most
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projects encouraged students to aspire to and prepare for postsecondary

education of various sorts, certain projects emphasized personal/social

development or completion of high school even to the extent of deemphasizing

academic attainment and postsecondary placement. Similarly, some projects

left it up to the students' maturity and independence to follow through on

academic and other responsibilities in the summer program, while other UB

projects managed and supervised the student's every waking moment. It

also found that projects differed with respect to the rationale for selecting

or requiring the summer courses students would undertake--as well as the

nature and extent of tutoring, counseling, and classwork during the academic-

year component. The net result of these variations in purpose and contert

was that some projects seemed to have somewhat limited programs with respect

to the disadvantaged and their academic futures, while other projects

appeared to be highly organized and highly confident of their purposes and

impacts.

All visited projects engaged in active recruitment of UB prospects,

usually with the considerable assistance of contact counselors at feeder

high schools. There appeared to be little difficulty or disparity in

applying the low-income guidelines in the selection of UB candidates, but

in interpretatJ,Jn of "academic risks," difficulties of definition were

encountered and various procedures were subsequently employed. Project
staff relied on grades, grade averages, aptitude test scores, teacher or

counselor recommendations, evidences of student motivation (or lack of

motivation);'and personal intuition in selecting UB students.

Once students were formally enrolled, they had considerably different

programs organized for them, depending upon the particular project. Within

the academic-year component (regardless of number of years involved in the

program), the students might find their program to consist of irregular

contact comprised mostly of (:--mseling, or find a series of weekly meetings

involving counseling, tutoring, and formalized classes. They might in

touch with only the permanent project staff--or might also have contact

with counselors, tutors, instructors, or special lecturers and career

educators. They might spend considerable time in applying for college

admission and financial aid, or ":71ey might have only a tangential touch

with that process.
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Summer program were much more likely to fit a common mold: six weeks

of formal classes, recreation, tutoring, cultural activities, and exposure

to the wider world of the host institution. At the same time, there were

important differences: some projects offered course options to students

while others did not; some_programs appeared to be considerably more struc-

tured than others; some cases, students took weekend trips to other

campuses or had other planned experiences away frcm the campus, but else-

where this opportunity was not provided; and the student might or might not

have a college instructor as a teacher. Perhaps the most important varia-

tion had to do with the Bridge component, the special arrangement made for

those who had just been graduated from high school. Several projects did

not have such a Bridge program, and thus a fair proportion of otherwise

eligible students did not have either college courses, contact with college

instructors, or the possibility of earning college credit.

In both summer and academic year sessions, counseling and tutoring

were offered by all projects, but the availability of remedial, college

preparatory, elective, and study skills courses varied more widely across

projects and between sessions. Except for study skills, the courses were

more likely to be offered in the 1973 summer session and dropped in the

following academic jear program. Corresponding to the universal availability

of tutoring and counseling acr:js projects and sessions, tutorj.ng or remedial

instruction and counseling were seen:by all three staff groups as being by

far the most emphasized functions in their project during both the 1973

summer and 1973-74 academic year programs. Cultural enriChment was generally

perceived by the staff as the third most emphasized function in the summer

session, while liaison work with school and community representatives

replaced it as the third most emphasized function in the academic year

session.

Relationships within and between project staff members and students

appeared to be generally very good, as reported in questionnaires and as

observed during site visits. The questionnaire results did appear to paint

a more favorable picture than was supported by site visit ob=:-irvations.

While face-to-face interviews conducted during site visits did reveal E:ome

few projects in which intraproject communication and cooperation were
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strongly criticized, such negative evaluations were noticably lacking in

the questionnaire reports. At every project visited, however, there seemed

to be a high degree of camaraderie among students and a particular loyalty

by the students to the project and itp staff, as mirrored in the question-

naire reports.

The relationships of the project to external groups and organizations

were also examined. One of the most important external agencies was the

postsecondary institution hosting the project. There appeared to be many

evidences of a considerable commitment by the host institutions to the UB

concept and the particular project. For example, most institutions gave

faculty or administrative status to project directors, many included their

regular instructors in the summer program, and virtually all provided the

program and facilities of the institution on an equal basis for both UB

students and regular students on that campus. In addition, there were many

indications of financial support of the project to a greater or lesser

degree, and in most cases the institution supported other programs of

assistance to minority disadvantaged youth along with the Upward Bound

project.

By and large, projects reported ma.:ntaining good to excellent rela-

tionships with the leeder high schools. In particular, many high schools

allowed credit for makeup or advanced work, provided the services of a

"contact counselor" as a liaison with UB, and encouraged UB staff to recruit

in the schools. The projects also reported good to excellent relationships

with postsecondary institutions, other than the host institution.

Communications with the USOE regional office were generally less

satisfactory than that with host institutions or high schools. In particu-

lar, many projects reported during site visits the need for more assistance,

monitoring, feedback, and di:7ection than they were receiving, and some

project staff noted that a number of important decisions appeared to be

made unilaterally at the regional office level.

The majority of host institutions also administered other programs

for the disadvantaged, and, in general, the project directors reported

cooperation with these programs. Additionally, project directors reported

cooperation with other programs for disadvantaged youth which operated in
the area.
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Relationships with the community, through the various UB project

advisory committees, or otherwise, were reported to be good. Individuals

and groups in the community were reported to offer good suggestions to many

of the projects, and the general level oi support of these groups in

performing a variety of UB functions was rated to be good.

Cost and staffing pattern profiles were developedand an examination

of the degree of association existing between those factors and other UB

project characteristics was conducteA. The analysis of the sources and

uses of funds provided a descriptf of the financial character-

istics of UB projects. The weighted total cost per project (ex-

cluding in-kind contributions) was $111,986 for the 1973-74 program year.

For the 1973 summer program, the weighted average project cost was found

to be $63,769 or $830 per student served; for the 1973-74 academic year

program average cost was $51,863 or $700 per student served. Federal sources

contributed well over 90 percent of the funding necessary to support the UB

projects. Additionally, an average of $9,149 worth of in-kind contributions

such as office space. .acilities, equipment, and personnel services, were

received by the projects. There was considerable variability of the cost

figures, particularly in the area of nonfederal support, which ranjed from

values of $0 to well over $100 thousand, with the preponderance of projects

reporting no nonfederal funding.

Project costs were examined with respect to the number of stu.Aents

served, the location of the majority of students served, and personnel

staffing patterns. The only one of those factors found to be meaningfully

associated with total project costs was the number of students served by a

project. About half of the.variation of total costs among projects could

be explained by the variation in the number of students served by the

projects. This proportion of explained variance was relatively constant,

whether corsidering the total prc-gram year, the academic year program, or

the summer program.

To analyze any additional impact of other factors, the cost data were

adjusted to account for the influence attributable to the number of students

in projects. The adjusted cost data, representing eost per student, were

then analyzed with respect to the other factors. No meaningful associi:tions



were found to exist between the adjusted cost data and any other project

characteristics considered.

Project staffing patterns were described and analyzed to determine

whether a degree of association existed between project staffing patterns

and other project characteristics. On the average, projects carried about

1.5 FTE administrative employees and approximately 3 FTE support employees

throughout the year but the number of FTE employees delivering UB services

varied from 4.3 during r'e academi:: year to 11.5 during the summer programs.

There was, however, considerable variation about the average project staffing

profile. No associations were found tl exl.st between project staffing

patterns and other project characteristics.
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Chapter 6

Perceptions of the Upward Bound Program

by Participating Students

I. GENERAL

This chapter presents UB students' reports of thei,. activities in UB,

their perceptions of the usefulness of these activities, their reports of

the benefits they have derived from participating in UB, and their evalu-

ation of var.T.ous aspects of the program. For several reasons, these data

are potentially quite valuable. The UB participants are uniquely able to

provide a necessary perspective of the p ogram--the perspective of the

persons for whom the program was planned and executed. Furthermore, the

participants can directly testify to the benefits they have gained from the

UB program, as well as to the disappointments they have experienced.

The UB program as described in previous chapters has primarily refled
the perceptions of the persons who executed the program, and who would be

expected to have different points of view and tnsights other tha.' those Of

the participants. The UB student perceptions of the program, presented in

this chapter, are based on reports of those who-completed the BSQ. This

subgroup of the UB student sample is not representative of the total UB

sample and also not completely representative of UB students eligible for

the BSQ (see Chapter 3, section VI). Those UB students in the original

sample who had dropped out of UB by the spring of 1974 did not fill out the
BSQ. BSQ data were also not available for those who remained in the program
but who, for whatever reasons, were abgent from the various questionnaire

administrations. Thus the responding group is self-selected, representiag
students who had continued to participate in UB and who were willing to

complete the questionnaire. Although the UB students being described in

this section do not represent the entire population of UB participants,

their perceptions of the UB program are presented because only the BSQ

respondents were asked detailed questions about the Aature of their UB
,

participation and their opinions of various aspects of the proglam.

2 '11
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To faci1itat,2 presentation of results, the population of UB students

to which the results of this section generalize will be referred to as "UB

students." It should be kept in mind, however, that this population is not

the entire UB participant population as defined by the sample. Rather the

population being described is a subset of the entire UB participant popula-

tion, and consists only of those UB participants who would have completed

the BSQ. Though not directly testable, it seems likely Clat the BSQ respon-

dents, as a group, may perceive the UB program in a more favorable light

than the nonresponding or ineligible groups.

The format of the tables presented in this chapter differs from that

of the tables in previous chapters,.which were based on UB staff question-

naires. Because of the relatively snall numbers of staff respondents, the

staff tables presented both the weighted and unweighted numbers of cases

for each cell of each table, so that the reader would be able to judge the

credibility of the results based on the n-imber of respcndents involved.-1-/

The number of UB respondents to the BSQ is sufficiently large, however, to

allow presentation of only the total numbers of respondents and total

slupling weights. Any cell containing fewer than 20 respondents will be

identified by an asterisk. The generalized standard errors to be used for

the percentages reported in thi:s chapter and an example of how to use them

are given in Table 6.1,.

II. EXTENT OF PROGRAM PARTICIPATION

The extent of the UB students' participation in the program is seen as

an aid in interpreting their perception of the program. Forthis reason

appropriate items were included in the BSQ, and responses to these items

will be presented in this section.

6.2 presents Ihe percentage distribution, by grade in school, of

tne VD .:1':.udents in terms of the number of summer and academic year UE

17---.
'i.ne magnitude of the sampling errcr of percents is dependent on the

number of respondents to an item (the denominator of a percent) as well
as the number in a cell (the numerator). Because of unequal weighting
and nonresponse adjustments, a few res indents could represent a great
many.. Thus, when a cell contains only a few respondents, t.c. statistic
based on it warrants greater cari . in interpretation.
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Table 6.1

APPROXIMATE STANDAaD ERRORS OF ESTIMATED PERCENTAGES FOR CHAPTER 6

Row
Estimated
Percentau

Estimated Standard Error
(in_percentagesolats)

A B C D

1 5 or 95 0.5 0.8 ? 1 1.4

2 10 or 90 0.7 1.1 1.6 2.0

3 15 or 85 0.9 1.3 1.9 2.3

4 20 or 80 1.0 1.5 2.1 2.6

5 25 or 75 1.1 1.6 2.3 2.8

6 30 or 70 1.1 1.7 2.4 3.0

7 35 or 65 1.2 1.8 2.5 3.1

8 40 or 60 1.2 1.9 2.6 3.2

9 45 or 55 1.2 1.9 2.6 3.3

10 50 1.2 1.9 2.6 3.3

NOTE: This table contains estimates of approximate standard errors appli-
cable to the majority of estimated percentages contained in Chapter 6. The
table was constructed to provide a general order of magnitude of the stan-
dard errors of estimated percintages, and is based on the results of a
number of different standard error calculations. The formulas and proce-
dures used in these calculations are detailed in Appendix B.

To use the table to determine the approximate standard error for an
estimated percentage, first identify the appropriate row and column to use.
Select the row that most nearly corresponds to the value of the estimated
percentage. Row 1 would be used for estimated percentages near 5 or 95
percent, row 2 for estimated percentages near 10 or 90 percent, etc. Then
select thE applicable column:

Column A - For Tables 6.3, 6.6, 6.7, and 6.9.
Column 13 For Table 6.8.
Column C - For Table 6.4.

. Column D - For Table 6.2 and 6.5.

For example, to determine the approximate standard error of an estimated
2.5 percEnt found in Table 6.3, one would first identify row 1 as the
appropriate row. Row 1 is selected because 2.5 percent is closer to the
5 percent of row 1 than to any of the other percentages listed in the table.
Column A is selected as the appropriate column, because the estimarer, per-
centage was from Table 6.3. Using row 1 and column A, ,:ne approximat:.
standard error is found to be 0.5 percentage points.
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Table 6.2

NUMBER OF UPWARD BOUND SESSIONS IN WHICH STUDENTS
HAD PARTICIPATED, BY HS GRADE LEVEL

a/
Number of Sessions- Grade LevelIV

Academic
Summer and '7aar 10th llth 12th

o 1 11.3 12.4 5.3

o 2 or more 0.8* 0.9* 1.3*

1 0 7.4 7.3 3.9

1 1 36.1 36.6 20.8

1 2 or more ..5* 6.4 12.9

2 0 to 1 0.2* 1.1* 3.6

,, 2,. 1.6* 4.7 17.1

2 3 or more 0.8* 0.9* 5.3

3 or more any

c

0.2* 1.2* 6.8

Tndeterminate/- 37.0 28.5 23.0

Total Percend/t- 100.0 100.0 100.0

Total.N (weighted)

e
Total N (unweighted)/-

2816

413

7551

1093

8394

1193

NOTE: Table based on responses to BSQ question 52. An asterisk (*) indi-
cates less than 20 cases (unweighted). For approximate standard
errors, refen to Table 6.1, column D.

a/
Because students were asked how many sessions they had "taken part

ia," all students should have responded with at least 1 academic year
session, since the BSQ was administered in spring 1974. Some students
may have interpreted the question as requiring the number of sessions
completed, since some answered "0" academic year sessions.

b/
Of all the students surveyed, 32 (238 weighted) could not be classified

as to their grade level. Percentages are based on weighted responses,
adjusted for instrument nonresponse.

c/ This represents primarily item nonresponse (i.e., failure to answer
an itlm), but also includes multiple responses, out-of-range responses,
and inconsistent responses.

d/
Percentages may not total to 100 due to rounding error.

e/
These numbers do not include instrument nonrespoadents.

6.4

284



sessions they had attended through spring 1974. As seen in the table, the

rate of indeterminate response was unusually high.-2/ The high nonresponse

rate obscures th -.1. meaning of the results, since the nonresponding group was

probably selective. 'a gener,ll, hoLever, the results indicate that the

students in the higher grades reported having participated in more sessions,

but the increase in extent of participation with grade level was not as

great as might be expected. This result may be partly caused by memory

error and nonrezponse bias, but it may also reflect an underrepresentation

among twelfth graders of those who had participated in UB for an extended

time, since, as reported in site visits, such ',,tudents tended to drop out

of UB during their senior year in order to work.

The results presented in Chapter 3, Table 3.9 shed additional liEht on
thiu matter. From that '-able it can be seen that the median length t,sie

of UB participation among the UB students responding to the BSQ was less
than one year at the time they completed the questionnaires. Thus the

perceptions presented in this chapter are based on the responses of a group

in which at least half of the students had less than one year's experience

as members of a UB project.

III. FIRST SOURCE OF INFORI"kTION ABOUT UB

The source from which UB students first hear about the program has

relevance for program recruiting. A c 3tion of the BSQ asked students to

identify the source of this first inf ion about the program.

The UB students reported first hearing of UB from a variety of sources,
as seen in Table 6.3. The source most frequently cited (by 30 percent) was

other UB students, fullowed closely by school guidance counselors (24
percent). UB staff members (11 percent) and school,teachers (7 percent)

were less frequently cited, although they might be intuitively expected to

be logical first sources of information about UB.

These results are consistent with information about the recruiting

function of the projects obtained during site visits. Some student

2/
The students were required to answer both the number of summer and

_academic year sessions for the response to be determinate.
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Table 6.3

STUDENTS' FIRST SOURCE OF INFORMATION ABOUT UPWARD BOUND

First Source aPercentage

An Upward Bound student 29.7

Other students 7.3

4.1pward Bound staff member

School teacher I 6.9

School guLdance counsclor 24.2

Principal or assistant principal 1.2

Minister, priest, or rabbi
.

0.0*

Parents 2.5

Other relative 7.3

Notice in school 1.8

Pamphlet, newspaper, or magazine 0.2*

Other 1.2

Indeterminateb/ 6.4

Total percent
c/

100.0

Total N !v:eighted)
d/Total N (unweighted)

18,999

2,763

NOTE: Table based on responses to BSQ question 51. An asterisk (*)
indicates less than 20 (unweighted) cases. For approximate
standard errors, refer to Table 6.1, Column A.

Percentages are. based on weighted responses, adjusted for instrument
nonresponse.

b/
This represents primarily item nonresponse (i.e., failure to answer

an item), but also includes multiple responses, out-of-range responses,
and inconsistent responses.

c/
Percentages may not total to 100 due to rounding error.

d/
Numbers do not include instrument nonrespondents.
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recruitment was carried out in most of the visited projects by a "contact

counselor" in the feeder high schools. That counselor :ally forwarded

names to the UB staff, and often helped students to com?...ete the UB appli-

cation form and other materials. Moreover, the enthusiasm expressed by the

UB participants at most visited sites made chco natural recruiters for the

program. On-site student interviews with UB stu.dents were equally indica-

tive of the value of UB students as program recruiters, but the extent of

their :involvement in this activity appeared to be a function of their

enthusism for the program, which varied from project to project.

IV. PARTICIPATION IN AND EVALUATION OF UB ACTIVITIES

A wide variety of activities way be ofered by a given UB project--

different kinds and levels of classes, different forms of counseling,

different approaches to provision of tutoring, etc. An examination of the

diversity of offerillgs of different activities has been presented in

Chapter 5 from the point of view of the project director; however, the

availability of an activity at a project does not insure that large pro-

portions of stdents will partiipate in the activity, nor does it neces-

sarily insure those students who do participate in the activity will

be helped. This section will, therefore, examine the reported rate of

participation in variou. program activities on the part of UB students, and

evaluations of the helpfulness of those activities by participating students.

A. Availability of and Participation in TM Activities

Table 6.4 presents the UB students' reports of the availability of

specified UB activities and the rates at which they reported participation

in these activities. The first column of the table shows the percentages

3/
Although the list of activities presented is the same as that pro-

vided in Table 5.2, comparisons between the two tables is not recommended
since the values given in Chapter 5 are estimates of proportion of projects
reporting availability of.the activities and the values presented :F.n this
chpater are estimates of the proportion of students to whom the astivities
are available. Availability of an activity at only a few large projects
could make an activity av2:1 '1e to a relatively large number of students.
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Table 6.4

avattaalun C7 40=1ITIES TO STIJO2S AND RATES 07 TEEIR PLITICIPATION

I

'[---'.-V

a/
Percencagof Students

latIvity
Not

Availrtle

Activity
Available
but did not
Particimace

Activity
Particineted In

Inde- b/
terminate-

4.4.4

Tatall

. TOMES
1. Courses in improving reading 10.0 111.7 65.7 5.6 100.0
2. lemadial Enalish courses 12.5 18.7 CI.1 7.7 100.0
1. Other English courses 12.1 22.9 57.2 7.8 100.0
4. lbenediel Mathmmarics courses 10.9 20.6 57.6 _0.9 103.0
5. :Aber %ache/at-ice courses 13.3 17.7 59.8 9.i 100.0
4. 24ur5mc on heritage of minority Stour* 30.2 19.3 38.6 11.3 100.2
7. Social Sciences courses 22.7 20.3 47.8 9.3 100.0
8. Foreign Language courses 43.6 23.3 23.2. 9.0 100.0
S. Music course, 36.2 30.3 24.9 8.7 100.0

7.2. Art coursae 21.2 33.4 36.0 9.4 100.0
U. Special interest courses (genii as photography, hot rod. etc.) 31.6 28.8 30.2 9.4. 100.0
12. Clemens la preparing for college examinaZions (such AA SAT or ACT) 29.8 18.6 42.8 6.8 100.0
i3. Classes la learning hoe to study 35.5 12.0 40.8 8.7 103.0
14. Courses trught in tvo Lamgoages 65.8 12.4 12.5 9.2 100.0
15. Classes 06 006 tO tsk0 tests 51.3 10.4 29.3 9.5 100.0

TUTORING

16. Tutoring by prufesnional teachera and comaelors 17.3 13.4 56.3 11.0 :00.0
17. Tutoring by college etudeuts

17.1 14.6 58.1 10.3 170.0
18. Tutoring by other +codents in the proctor 34.1 I6.2 37.4 12.3 160.0
19. Tutorial, by others

cOUNSELINC AND CrlaR AELP
32.8 15.4 39.1 12.7 100.0

20. Individual counsel;mg on personal pi.oless
23.6 23.5 46.3 6.5 100.0

21. Counseling ma vocation or cater beet suited tn you- abilities
and interest

19.6 16.5 56.9 7.1 100.0
22. Cm:nothing oc academic problems

17.0 16.8 56.3 9.9 100.0
23. Visits on one or more colleges or other echo.la

20.2 14.3 53.8 11-6 100.0
24. Information and counseling about reno.4.rearamr.s. costs and financial

- aid for colleget or ocher types of schools
12.0 16.4 63.7 7.9 100.0

25. Help in choosing a college or 00Catt004I, technical sch,-i
13.7 20.5 55.e 7.8 100.3

26. Selo in applying to colleges oi vocational. tachnical e,hoole 13.0 24.9 54.2 ,:,.0 100.0
77. Help In applying for financial aid

12.6- 24.1 55.3 8.1 100.0
28. Delp in finding Jobs

36.7 20.2 35.0 8.1 .00.0

OTRER ACTI"ITTIES Aln) samvias

29. Spores
8.8 17.3 65.9 7.9 -' 100.0

30. Social gatherings
6.3 8.1 76.9 8.7 100.0

31. Cu1taral activities'
5.7 6.6 78.4 1.3 130.13

32. Medical and dental NOI-Olcal,
21.1 16.0 )4.4 8.8 100.0

_ .

i

NOTE: Table baaed on responses to Esq que4tioU 55. For approximate acandsrd errors, refer co Table 6.1. Coluon C.
If Percentages are baaed on weighted rcaponeem, adjuated for inotrument nonrosponsie.
bi This represents primer:1) Item response, but also includes rultiple, ou- -of -range. and inconsistent rag:oases.
c/ Percentegeo nay not tot,1 co 100 due to rounding error. The total p,roalcoge of 100 i. each rcv Ls based on a ueighted N of 19,19. orunwei.:Atel N of 2.763 (not including inetrumum nooreepondests).
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of UB students who stated that the given activity was never available to

them at any time in their UB participation. The second column shows the

proportion of UB students who reported that they had not participated in an

activity although it had been available. The third column presents the

percentages of students reported they had taken part in the given activity.

It can be seen-that, among the various courses listed, such basic

subjects as reading, remedial English, English, remedial mathematics, and

mathematics were reported as having been commonly available, with only 10

to 13 percent of the students reporcing unavailability. (It cannot be

assumed, however, that all of_the remaining students did have access to

such courses, since 6 to 11 percent of the students failed to answer or

gave unusable answers for tliese activities. The indeterminate response

rate for an item must be taken into account in interpreting the percentages

reported for all other activities as well.) Large proportions of students

(57 to 66 percent) responded that they had participated in such courses,

and approximately 20 percent said that whereas these courses had been

available, they had not taken them. These nonparticipants may represent

students who did.not need such instruction, those whose .other needs were

more paramount, or those who had not been with the program long enough to

have participated.

As expected, the availability of, and participation rates'--in, the

remaining courses were less and showed greater variation than the basic

courses. From 21 to 66 percent of the students reported that the other

listed courses had been unavailable. From 10 to 33 percent reportedly had

access to such courses but had not enrolled, and from 13 to 48 percent had

taken them. The type of course most commonly reported as having been

unavailable, and participated in least frequently when available, was

"courses taught in two languages." This result is expected, since only

projects including students from non-English speaking backgrounds would

have reason to offer such courses, and when offered only such students in

the project would have reason to attend.

Tutoring by professionals and by college students (probably tutor-

counselors for the most part) was reported not available by 17 percent of

the students. Some 15 percent of the students had access to such tutoring
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but had not participated, and about another 57 percent had received such

tutoring. Tutoring by others, including other UB students, was less commonly

available and fewer students reported having participated.

Personal, vocational, and academic counseling, as well as help in

areas related to postsecondary entry were reported as unavailable by 12 to

24 percent of the students. From 14 to 25 percent reported that such help

had been available but had not been used. Participation rates for such

activities were from 47 to 64 percent. Help in finding jobs was less

common, with about a third of the students reporting unavailability and

another third reporting participation.

Sports, social gatherings, and cultural activities were the activities

least frequently reported as unavailable (6 to 9 percent). Seven to 17

percent reportedly had found these activities available but had not taken

part. From 66 to 78 percent of the students indicated they had participated

in such activities--participation rates that are even higher than the rates

for the basic courses, tutoring, or counseling. Medical and dental services

were reportedly unavailable to 21 percent of the UB students; 16 percent

reported access but not use; and 54 percent had received such services.

In summary, UB students reported the common availability of and parti-

.cipation in such activities as basic courses in reading, English, and

mathematics; tutoring; counseling; and athletic, social and cultural func-

tions. This is consistent with reports by the staff (Chapter 5) that

tutoring, remedial instruction, counseling, and cultural enrichment were

among the most emphasized functions of the UB projects. Observations of

the general availability of these activities were also made during the site

visits.

B. Perceived Helpfulness of Activities

The UB students were asked not only to indicate whether they had par-

ticipated in the specified activities, but also to rate the helpfulness of

the activities in which they had taken part. The results of these ratings

are presented in Table 6.5. The statistics presented in Table 6.5 were

computed only for those students who reported participating in a given

activity. The table gives the percentage distribution of students by their
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Table 6.5

RATINGS OF HELPFULNESS OF UPWARD BOUND ACTIVITIES NT PARTICIPAT1SC STUDENTS

Woe

a
Percentagei - of Participating Students

Total
Number of

Cases
Median,/
Ratinn-'

Mean
Rating-

Standard
Error of
Mean Rating

Evaluation ef Activity

Total

2=o.f ACtiISY

"Of Little
or No Help

to me"
rHelped ne
Somewhat "

"Helped me
a lot "

----c7
um N-.

COURSES

. Courses in improving reading 7.5 49.8 42.6 100.0 12467 1822 2.35 2.35 0.03

2. Remedial English courses 10.9 51.8 37.3 100.0 11609 1711 2.26 2.26 0.03

3. Other English courses 11.6 45.2 43.1 100.0 10863 1565 2.35 2.32 0.02

4. Remedial Mathesstics courses 11.7 47.6 40.7 100.0 10950 1606 2.30 2.29 0.02

5. Other Mathematics courses 11.4 44.6 44.0 100.0 11336 1683 2.37 2.33 0.03

6. Courses on heritage of minority groups 16.9 44.8 38.3 100.0 7333 1038 2.24 2.21 0.03

7. Social Sciences courses 16.0 49.2 34.2 100.0 9031 1288 2.19 2.19 0.04

8. Foreign Language courses 21.1 47.4 31.5 100.0 4588 685 2.06 2.06 0.04

9. Music courses 24.5 45.8 29.7 100.0 4721 692 2.06 2.05 0.03

10. Art courses 24.7 45.3 30.0 100.0 6834 948 2.06 2.05 0.03

U. Special interest courses (such as photography.
hot rod, etc.) 16.2 41.4 42.4 100.0 5743 820 2.32 2.26 0.04

12. Classes io preparing for college examinations
(such as SAT or ACT) 10.5 40.6 48.8 100.0 8137 1191 2.47 2.38 0.04

13. Classes in learning how to study 17.2 43.6 39.2 100.0 '7758 1133 2.25 2.22 0.04

14. Courses taught in two languages 32.0 40.0 28.0 100.0 2380 354 1.95 1.96 0.06

15. Classes on how to take tests 15.4 44.6 39.9 100.0 5646 844 2.28 2.25 0.04

MORI=
16. Tutoring by professional teachers and counselors 8.3 41.7 49.9 100.0 10710 1573 2.50 2.42 0.03

17. Tutoring by collage students 12.4 48.0 39.6 100.0 11022 1580 2.28 2.27 0.03

18. Tutoring by other students in the program 26.7 49.5 23.8 100.0 7008 1038 1.97 1.97 0.03

19. Tutoring by others 22.2 50.2 27.5 100.0 7432 1080 2.05 2.05 0.03

COUNSELING AND OMER HELP

20. Individual couneeling on personal problems 19.0 45.8 35.2 100.0 8812 1266 2.78 2.16 0.03
21. Counseling on vocation or career beat siAlted to

your abilities and interest 16.9 48.3 34.8 100.0 10789 1575 2.19 2.18 0.04
22. Counseling 00 acadesdc problems 15.8 48.7 35.5 100.0 10689 1564 2.20 2.20 0.04
23. Visits on one or wore collages or other schools 13.0 41.6 45.3 100.0 10236 1478 2.39 2.32 0.04
Z. Information and counseling about rocuirements, costs.

and floancisl aid for colleges or other types of
schools 10.4 41.6 48.0 100.0 12114 1767 2.45 2.38 0.03

25. Help in tboosing s college or vocational, technical
school 15.3 41.9 42.8 100.0 11010 1621 2.33 2.27 .0.04

26. Help in spplying to colleges or vocational, technical
echoed 13.8 35.0 51.1 100.0 10280 1505 2.52 2.37 0.03

27. EelP in apPlying for financial aid 11.2 32.9 55.9 100.0 10500 1529 2.61 2.45 0.03
28. Help in finding jobs 32.9 38.3 28.9 100.0 8560 1239 1.95 1.96 0.04

OTHER ACTIV/T/ES AND SERVICES

29. Sports 13.5 42.8 43.7 100.0 12528 1798 2.35 2.30 0.02
30. Social gatherings 13.4 45.0 41.6 100.0 14567 2113 2.31 2.28 0.03
31. Cultural activities 9.6 36.9 53.6 100.0 14892 2155 2.57 2.44 0.02
32. Medical and dental services 17.5 37.1 45.0 100.0 10289 1477 2.37 2.28 0.05

NOTE: Table based on respooses go ggg 55. For approximace standard errors of percents, refer to Table 6.1, Column D. The statistics
reported in this cable were computed only for that subset of students who indicated dm had participated iu given activity.

Percentages are based on weighted responses, adjUsted for instrumont nonraspoose.

Percentages may not total to 100 due to rounding error.

Numbers exclude instrument oonrespondeots and respondents who reported not having participated in each activity.

Median and seen racings are based on a scale of 1 ("of little or no help") to 3 ("helped me a lot"), and are computed for determinate
responses only, without adjustment for item nonresponse or indeterminate responses (multiple, out-of-range, or inconsistent responses).

a/

b/

c/

d/
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ratings of each activity from little help to much help as well as the mean

and median ratings (based on a scale of 1 for little help to 3 for much

help).

The majority of students who had participated in given activities were

fairly positive about the help received. At least two-thirds of the parti-

cipating students reported each activity to be at least somewhat helpful

(i.e., gave a rating of 2 or higher). For each listed activity, however,

some students (8 to 33 percent reported little or no help as a result of

their participation. The three activities which were rated the least

(receiving the lowest mean ratings, of 1.96 or 1.97, and being

rated as of little or no help by 27 to 33 percent of the students) were

courses taught in two languages, tutoring by other students in the program,

and help in finding jobs. All three activities were also characterized by

relatively low participation and availability rates, as previously shown in

Table 6.4.

The activities reported as most helpful by the participating students

were tutoring by professional teachers and counselors, help in applying for

financial aid, and cultural activities. Each of these three activities was

rated by over half the participating students as having helped considerably

and received a mean rating of from 2.42 to 2.45.

Among the 15 types of courses and classes listed, the 5 basic courses

(items 1 through 5), classes on taking tests, and classes in preparing for

college examinations were reported as being more helpful than the remrining

courses (which a/e less basic academic courses or special interest courses).

These results suggest that the UB courses in basic subjects and test skills

were wre appreciated by participating students than the other, less basic

courses. However, from 8 to 12 percent of the participating students

reported that the basic courses were of little or no help.

Among the tutoring activities, tutoring by professional teachers and

counselors was rated the most helpful (mean rating of 2.42) by participating

students. From 8 to 27 percent of these students reported the various

tutoring activities as of little or no help, with tutoring by other students

in the program seem as least helpful.
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The three types of counseling listed were all reported as being moder-

ately helpful (mean ratings of 2.16 to 2.20), aud activities related to

information and application for college entry and financial aid were all

rated somewhat higher (from 2.27 to 2.45). Consonant with the impression

gained in the site visits in this area, relatively little emphasis was

placed on the choice of an appropriate school, this activity was perceived

as the least helpful of the postsecondary preparatory activities. From 10

to,19 percent of the participating students found the counseling and post-

secondary preparation activities as being of little or no help.

One of the "Other Activities and Services", cultural activities, was

rated as being among the most helpful of all activities (mean rating of

2.44). The other activities in this category were also seen as helpful

(mean ratings of 2.28 to 2.30). Only 10 to 18 percent of participating

students stated that these activities were of little or no help.

In summary, the activities reported by UB students as being readily

available and having high participation rates (i.e., basic courses, tutoring,

counseling, activities related to entry into postsecondary educatien, and

such cultural enrichment activities as sports, social gatherings, and

cultural events) were also the courses and activities that participating

students rated as most helpful. As specified previously, these were the

areas that UB staff members reported as the most emphasized functions of

their projects.

V. EVALUATION OF ASPECTS OF PROGRAM OPERATIONS

IN THE 1973-74 PROGRAM YEAR

Table 6.6 presents the evaluation of various aspects of program opera-

tiins during the summer of 1973, made by those VB students who reported

having participated in that session (about 84 percent of the UB students).

The topics evaluated included the content of curriculum, quality of admin-

istration, and staff and student interrelationships. The table presents

the percentages of students who rated each item on a five-point scale of

"poor" to "excellent" or who answered that the item was not applicable.

The table also shows the median and mean ratings based on this scale of 1
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for "Poor" to 5 for "excellent," with a middle point of 3 for a "don't

know" answer. Table 6.7 presents the evaluation of the same program aspects

for the 1973-74 academic year program; but unlike the previous table, it is

based on the responses of all UB students (all had participated in that

academic year session, by definition of the sample of BSQ respondents).

In comparing the two tables, it is seen that the rate of item nonre-

sponse and indeterminate response is about the same in both tables (from

7.7 to 9.9 percent in Table 6.6, and from 7.7 to 11.4 in Table 6.7). But

the proportion of respondents answering that an item "does not apply" is

greater for the academic year program than for the summer program (from 2.8

to 7.2 in Table 6.7, and from 0.5 to 3.2 in Table 6.6),IF/ Thus, the ratings

of the aspects of the summer program are based on a slightly higher propor-

tion of the eligible respondents.

The specified aspects of program operation were rated quite good, on

the average, for the 1973 summer program; however, from 10 to 44 percent of

the students saw given aspects of the summer program as no better than

"fair." The highest mean ratings, 4.11 and 4.16, were accorded to staff

members' interest in students and the way staff members got along with one

another. The lowest ratings, 2.93 and 3.12, were given to the amount of

student stipend and parents' participation. The teaching, counseling, and

administration by staff were given high average ratings (3.80 or above),

while aspects of selecting and recruiting students were rated slightly

lower (less than 3.65). Discipline by students (mean score of 3.48),

interestingly enough, was rated lower than discipline maintained by the

staff (mean of 3.85). Interpersonal relationships between students and

staff, among students, and among staff, were all rated quite highly

(3.79 or above). The students' high opinions of these relationships are

consistent with those of the staff, as previously reported in Chapter 5 and

with student reports during site visitation.

These same 16 aspects of the 1973-74 academic year program, presented

in Table 6.7, received somewhat lower average ratings (ranging from 2.99 to
4.07). But the pattern of the average ratings of academic year elements

4/
This difference probably reflects the greater variability of program

content in the academic year.

295

6.15



T
a
h
i
e
 
6
.
7

'
S
T
O
W
:
N
T
S
'
 
E
V
A
L
U
A
T
I
O
N
 
o
F
 
V
A
R
I
O
U
S
 
A
S
P
E
C
T
S
 
O
F
 
T
U
E
 
1
9
7
3
-
7
4
 
A
C
A
I
I
E
N
I
C
 
Y
E
A
R
 
V
R
O
G
R
A
R

P
r
o
g
r
a
m
 
E
l
e
m
e
n
t

P
e
r
c
e
n
t
a
g
e
-

o
z
 
s
t
n
o
e
n
t
s

D
o
e
s
n
'
t
,

I
n
d
 
e
-
 
0

G
o
o
d

E
x
c
o
l
l
e
n
t

A
p
p
l
y
(
2
.
1
 
t
e
r
m
i
n
a
t
e
-

0
T
o
t
a
l
i
l
l

F
l
e
d
f
i
t
n

,

H
a
t
i
n
g
1
4
2

K
e
a
n

K
a
t
l
n
e

S
t
a
n
d
a
r
d

E
r
r
o
r
 
o
f

M
e
a
n
 
R
a
t
i
n
g
_
_

P
o
o
r

P
a
i
r

D
o
n
'
t

K
n
o
w

1
.
 
C
o
n
t
e
n
t
 
o
f
 
c
u
r
r
i
c
u
l
u
m

3
.
2

1
6
.
3

6
.
9

4
5
.
4

1
5
.
3

5
.
2

7
.
7

1
0
0
.
0

3
.
8
8

3
.
6
1

0
.
0
5

2
.
 
Q
u
a
l
i
t
y
 
o
f
 
t
u
t
o
r
i
n
g

2
.
2

1
5
.
4

5
.
5

3
9
.
8

2
2
.
1

7
.
2

7
.
9

1
0
0
.
0

4
.
0
0

3
.
7
6

0
.
0
5

3
.
 
Q
u
a
l
i
t
y
 
o
f
 
c
o
u
n
s
e
l
i
n
g

1
.
6

1
2
.
9

4
.
7

4
0
.
0

2
8
.
2

4
.
4

8
.
3

1
0
0
.
0

4
.
1
1

3
.
9
2

0
.
0
6

4
.
 
O
v
e
r
a
l
l
 
a
d
a
l
n
i
s
t
r
a
t
l
o
n
 
o
f
 
p
r
o
g
r
a
m

1
:
5

1
2
.
7

6
.
0

4
0
.
8

2
7
.
2

3
.
4

8
.
5

1
0
0
.
0

4
.
0
9

3
.
9
0

0
.
0
6

5
.
 
D
i
s
c
i
p
l
:
n
e
 
b
y
 
s
t
a
f
f

2
.
4

1
4
.
1

6
.
1

4
1
.
0

2
2
.
6

5
.
4

8
.
5

1
0
0
.
0

4
.
0
0

3
.
7
8

0
.
0
5

6
,
 
S
y
s
t
e
m
 
o
f
 
d
i
b
e
i
p
l
i
n
e
 
b
y
 
s
t
u
d
e
n
t

3
.
5

1
8
.
2

7
.
1

4
0
.
7

1
,
5
.
5

6
.
2

8
.
8

1
0
0
.
0

3
.
8
4

3
.
5
5

0
.
0
5
.

7
.
 
P
r
o
c
e
d
u
r
e
s
 
i
o
r
 
s
e
l
e
c
t
i
n
g
 
s
t
u
d
e
n
t
s

2
.
4

1
5
.
6

1
1
.
1

4
1
.
5

1
6
.
8

4
.
2

8
.
3

1
0
0
.
0

3
.
8
5

3
.
6
2

0
.
0
5

8
.
 
S
t
a
n
d
a
r
d
s
 
f
u
r
 
s
e
l
e
c
t
i
n
g
 
s
t
u
d
e
n
t
s

2
.
2

1
5
.
5

1
2
.
2

4
0
.
4

1
6
.
5

4
.
3

8
.
8

1
0
0
.
0

3
.
8
3

3
.
6
2

0
.
0
4

9
.
 
P
r
o
c
e
d
u
r
e
s
 
f
u
r
 
r
e
c
r
u
i
t
l
n
g
 
s
t
u
d
e
n
t
s

3
.
2

1
6
.
6

1
1
.
9

3
8
.
6

1
6
.
0

4
.
2

9
.
5

1
0
0
.
0

3
.
8
0

3
.
5
5

0
.
0
5

1
0
.
 
A
m
o
u
n
t
 
o
r
 
s
t
u
d
e
n
t
s
'
 
s
t
i
p
e
n
d
s

1
3
.
8

2
5
.
6

5
.
0

3
1
.
5

1
0
.
5

4
.
2

9
.
5

1
0
0
.
0

3
.
2
7

2
.
9
9

0
.
0
6

1
1
.
 
P
a
r
e
a
t
s
'
 
p
a
r
t
i
c
i
p
a
t
i
o
n

1
0
.
2

2
1
.
3

6
.
6

3
1
.
7

1
3
.
3

5
.
5

1
1
.
4

1
0
0
.
0

3
.
6
1

3
.
2
0

0
.
0
5

1
2
.
 
W
i
l
l
i
n
g
n
e
s
s
 
o
f
 
s
t
a
f
f
 
t
o
 
a
c
c
e
p
t
 
s
t
u
d
e
n
t
'
s

s
g
g
e
s
t
i
o
n
n
 
o
n
 
w
a
y
s
 
u
f
 
d
o
i
n
g
 
t
h
i
n
g
s

t
l
.
 
O
p
p
o
r
t
u
n
i
t
y
 
f
u
r
 
s
t
u
d
e
n
t
s
 
t
o
 
p
l
a
n
 
t
h
e
i
r

o
w
n
 
a
c
t
i
v
i
t
i
e
s

3
.
1

4
.
3

1
6
.
8

1
6
.
2

5
.
4

4
.
8

3
8
.
7

3
7
.
2

2
3
.
8

2
6
.
0

3
.
8

3
.
6

8
.
1

8
.
0

1
0
0
.
0

1
0
0
.
0

3
.
9
3

4
.
0
1

3
.
7
2

3
.
7
3

0
.
0
5

0
.
0
8

1
4
.
 
S
t
a
f
f
 
m
e
m
b
e
r
s
'
 
i
n
t
e
r
e
s
t
 
i
n
 
s
t
u
d
e
n
t
s

1
.
3

1
1
.
5

3
.
5

3
9
.
1

3
1
.
4

2
.
9

8
.
3

1
0
0
.
0

4
.
2
2

4
.
0
3

0
.
0
5

1
5
.
 
T
h
e
 
w
a
y
 
s
t
a
f
f
 
m
e
m
b
e
r
s
 
g
e
t
 
a
l
o
n
g
 
w
i
t
h

o
n
e
 
a
n
o
t
h
e
r

0
.
9

9
.
4

6
.
0

3
9
.
4

3
3
.
4

3
.
3

7
.
7

1
0
0
.
0

4
.
2
?
.

4
.
0
7

0
.
0
4

1
6
.
 
T
h
u
 
w
a
y
 
s
t
n
d
e
n
t
s
 
g
e
t
 
a
l
o
n
g
 
w
i
t
h
 
o
n
e

a
n
o
t
h
e
r

2
.
3

1
3
.
4

3
.
3

4
1
.
3

2
9
.
3

2
.
8

7
.
7

1
0
0
.
0

4
.
1
2

3
.
9
1

0
.
0
5

N
O
T
E
:

T
a
b
l
e
 
b
u
s
e
d
 
o
n
 
r
e
s
p
o
n
s
e
 
l
o
l
i
S
Q
 
q
u
e
s
t
i
o
n
 
6
0
.

F
u
r
 
a
p
p
r
o
x
i
m
a
t
e
 
s
t
a
n
d
a
r
d
 
e
r
r
o
r
s
 
G
E
 
p
e
r
c
e
n
t
s
,
 
r
e
f
e
r
 
t
o
 
T
a
b
l
e
 
6
.
1
,
 
C
o
l
u
m
n
 
B
.

'
I
f

P
e
r
c
e
n
t
a
g
e
s
 
a
r
e
 
b
a
s
e
d
 
o
n
 
w
e
i
g
h
t
e
d
 
r
e
s
p
o
n
s
e
s
,
 
a
d
j
u
s
t
e
d
 
f
o
r
 
i
n
s
t
r
u
m
e
n
t
 
n
o
n
r
e
s
 
o
n
s
e
.

1
2
1

T
h
e
 
"
d
o
e
s
n
'
t
 
a
p
p
l
y
"
 
r
e
s
p
o
n
s
e
 
w
a
s
 
i
n
t
e
n
d
e
d
 
f
u
r
 
s
t
u
d
e
n
r
a
 
w
h
o
 
f
e
l
t
 
t
h
a
t
 
a
n
 
e
l
e
m
e
n
t
 
d
i
d
 
n
o
t
 
e
x
i
s
t
 
i
n
 
t
h
e
i
r
 
1
9
7
3
 
s
u
m
m
e
r
 
s
e
s
s
i
o
n
.

H
o
w
e
v
e
r
,
 
i
n
t
e
n
d
e
d
 
u
s
e
 
w
i
4
i
 
n
o
t
 
c
l
e
a
r
 
f
o
r
 
s
o
m
e
 
s
t
u
d
e
n
t
s
,
 
w
h
o
 
c
h
o
s
e
 
t
h
i
s
 
r
e
s
p
o
n
s
e
 
e
v
e
n
 
f
u
r
 
s
o
m
e
 
e
l
e
m
e
n
t
s
 
w
h
i
c
h
,
 
o
f
 
n
e
c
e
s
s
i
t
y
,
 
h
a
d

t
o
 
e
x
i
s
t
 
(
e
.
g
.
,
 
o
v
e
r
a
l
l
 
a
d
m
i
n
i
s
t
r
a
t
i
o
n
 
o
f
 
p
r
o
g
r
a
m
)
.

T
h
i
s
 
r
e
p
r
e
s
e
n
t
s
 
p
r
i
m
a
r
i
l
y
 
i
t
e
m
 
n
o
n
r
e
s
p
o
n
s
e
 
(
i
.
e
.
,
 
f
a
i
l
u
r
e
 
t
o
 
a
n
s
w
e
r
 
a
n
 
i
t
e
m
)
,
 
h
u
t
 
a
l
s
o
 
i
n
c
l
u
d
e
s
 
m
u
l
t
i
p
l
e
 
r
e
s
p
o
n
s
e
s
,
 
o
n
t
-
o
f
-

r
a
n
g
e
 
r
e
s
p
u
n
s
e
s
,
 
a
n
d
 
i
n
c
o
n
s
i
s
t
e
n
t
 
r
e
s
p
o
n
s
e
s
.

4
1

P
e
r
c
e
n
t
a
g
e
s
 
m
a
y
 
n
o
t
 
t
o
t
a
l
 
t
o
 
1
0
0
 
d
u
e
 
t
o
 
r
o
u
n
d
i
n
g
 
e
r
r
o
r
.

T
h
u
 
t
o
t
a
l
 
p
e
r
c
e
n
t
a
g
e
 
o
f
 
1
0
0
.
0
 
i
s
 
b
a
s
e
d
 
o
u
 
a
 
w
e
i
g
h
t
e
d
 
N
 
o
f
 
1
8
,
9
9
q
,
 
o
r

a
n
 
n
n
w
e
i
g
h
t
e
d
 
N
 
o
f
 
2
,
7
6
3
 
k
n
o
t
 
i
n
c
l
u
d
i
n
g
 
i
n
s
t
r
u
m
e
n
t
 
n
o
n
r
e
a
p
o
n
d
e
n
t
s
)
.

e
/

M
e
a
n
s
 
a
n
d
 
m
e
d
i
a
n
s
 
u
r
e
 
b
a
s
e
d
 
o
n
 
a
 
s
c
a
l
e
 
o
t
 
1
 
(
f
o
r
 
"
p
o
u
r
"
)
 
t
o
 
5
 
(
f
o
k
 
"
e
x
c
e
l
l
e
n
t
"
)
 
w
i
t
h
 
a
 
m
i
d
p
o
i
n
t
 
e
f
 
"
3
"
 
f
o
r
 
d
o
n
'
t
 
k
n
o
w
.

T
h
e
y

a
r
e
 
c
o
m
n
u
(
c
d
 
f
r
o
m
 
d
e
t
e
r
m
i
n
a
t
e
 
r
e
s
p
o
n
s
e
s
 
o
n
l
y
,
 
w
i
t
h
o
u
t
 
a
d
j
u
s
t
m
e
n
t
 
f
o
r
 
i
t
e
m
 
n
o
n
r
e
s
p
o
n
s
e
 
o
r
 
i
n
d
e
t
e
r
m
i
n
a
t
e
 
r
e
s
p
o
n
s
e
s
 
(
m
u
l
t
i
p
l
e
,
 
o
u
t
-

o
(
-
r
a
n
g
e
,
 
i
n
c
o
n
s
i
s
t
e
n
t
 
r
e
s
p
o
n
s
e
s
)
.

T
h
e
 
"
d
o
e
s
n
'
t
 
a
p
p
l
y
"
 
r
e
s
p
o
n
s
e
s
 
a
r
e
 
n
o
t
 
e
n
t
e
r
e
d
 
i
n
t
o
 
e
i
t
h
e
r
 
t
h
e
 
m
e
d
i
a
n
s
 
o
r
 
t
h
e
 
m
e
a
n
s
.



was similar to the pattern discussed for the summer program (i.e., the

program elements were rated similarly relative to one another). Also, the

percentages of students reporting various aspects of the academic year

program as "fair" or "poor" covered about the same range as that observed__-

for the summer program (10 to 39 percent).

In summary, the responses of the students depict a program in which

central functions and day-to-day operations such as teaching, counaeling,

and administration (including discipline) were perceived to be well con-

ducted, and whose best qualities were rooted in certain human interactions,

the staffs' interest in the students and the staffs' ability to get along

with one another. Other features of program administration, such as selec-

tion and recruitment of students, were not rated quite so highly. The

features perceived as being the poorest (in a relative sense) were aspects

which were in whole or in part beyond the control of the staff, namely, the

amount of the student stipend and the parents' participation. The operation
of the summer program was seen in a slightly more favorable light than that

of the academic year program.

It is quite likely that the absolute ratings assigned to aspects of

the program reflect, in part, in part the "halo effect" ;a tendency to rate

highly all attributes of something that has high overall attractiveness or
appeal), due to the students' general high enthusiasm for the program which

was fairly consistently observed in the site visits. The ordering of the

perceived effectiveness of aspects of program operation, however, should be
leszi confounded by such an effect. In a very general sense, the orderings
obtained were in accord vith the unstructured comments of students inter-
viewed during site visits. The summer program, typically including residence
on a college campus, was seen as a "better" program, and interpersonal

relationships among project staff and students were frequently mentioned as
a very positive aspect of the students' participation in the UB program.

VI. STUDENT BENEFITS

The UB students were asked to specify, for each of 12 potential bene-
fits they could gain from being in UB, how important each was to them, and
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the extent to which it had been received. Since the utility to the student

of a received benefit is partly a function of the importance attached to

that benefit, the responses regarding "importance" were cross-tabulated

with those concerning "amount received." The resultant joint distribution

of importance and receipt of each benefit is presented in Table 6.8. The

table also provides, for each potential benefit, subtotals of the percent-

ages of students reporting each degree of Importance.

The rate of indeterminate response reported in Table 6.8 is relatively

high, ranging from 17.1 to 21.2 percent. One reason for this high rate was

that students who failed to answer either "how important" or "how much

received" were considered as not answering the item. With th ,e relatively

high item nonresponse rates, the resPlts presented in Table 6.8 are likely

to be subject to bias and should be viewed with caution. The following

discussion assumes that the results were not materially affected by any

item nonresponse bias that may exist.

All of the 12 potential benefits were reported as being at least

zoderately important by no less than 69 percent of the students, and no

more than 13 percent of the students reported any potential benefit as not

importanc. Comparing the ratings of importance of the various benefits, it

is seen that benefits more directly related to major goals of UB (con-

tinuance in high school and pursuit of posts,econdary education) were gener-

ally regarded by the UB students as being the most important. Benefits

more tangential to these goals were rated as being less important.

The benefits reported as "very important" by the highest proportions

of students (62 percent in each case, and henceforth termed the "most

important" benefits) were becoming prepared for postsecondary education and

gaining a better understanding of the need for education.s/ Benefits next

most frequently rated as very important (by 55 to 59 percent)-1 included

benefits primarily related to personal and interpersonal growth ;e.g.,

self-understanding, self-expression, understanding people of other cultures

5/
Correspondingly small proportions (1 to 2 percent) rated these

benefits as not very important.

6/
From 2 to 4 percent regarded these items as not very important.
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or races, and learning to meet aud interact more harmoniously with other

people). One of these relatively important benefits was learning to study

better. Therefore, the benefits second in importance relate to the develop-

ment of a variety of skills and of maturity, all of which would be helpful

in continuing in school and acquiring higher education,

The benefits regarded as among the least important were rated by 39 to

49 percent of the students as very important and 7 to 13 percent as not

very important, (thus the characterizat3.on of potential benefits as most to

least important is seen to be quite relative). These benefits form a

miscellaneous group, including one that had originally been intended.to be

rather trivial (i.e., to "have a change from the,routine of my regular

school"). Even though this was one of the least important benefits, some

71 percent reported it as being at least moderately important. This may

indicate that some students may have participated 5n UB partly to escape

the monotony of their schools, and subsequently rationalized their motiva-

tion by viewing the benefit as-important. On the other hand, the Student

Instrumentation Panel advising this study pointed out that the dullness of

school for many UB students was such that this berefit genuinely represented

a meaningful part of the UB experience.

Two of the other least Important benefits were making close friends

and learning about the students' own racial or ethnic heritage. Site visit

observations and the Student Instrumentation Panel had indicated that one

common outcome of the UB experience was for formation of good friends.

This was not rated by the UB students, however, as one of the most important

benefits; and indeed, it is only an indirect goal of the UB program.

Learning about the students' own cultural heritage, also an indirect goal

of UB, may not have been as important to white students as to others.

Another of the least important benefits was increasing students'

participation in extracurricular activities in school. Although some may

hope that UB would interest its participants in regular school to the

extent of becoming more active in school life, this apparently was viewed

by students as relatively unimportant compared.to the other benefits.

Finally, obtaining financial aid for needs not provided for by UB was also

one of the least important potential benefits; the highest percentage of
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students across items felt it was not very important. Although this

benefit is related to an indirect rather than direct UB goal, the relative

unimportance of this benefit may be partly due to the necessity, reported

during site visits, of the most poverty-stricken students to work and

therefore not to join UB or to drop out of the program.

The extent to which potential benefits I, given the degree

of their importance, can be observed fror nerally, the

amount received is directly related to ti, .e. That is, the more

important a benefit the more likely it was to be reported as received at

higher levels. While the general relationship can be seen.in the joint

distribution presented in Table 6.8, the discussion below will cite condi-

tional percentages (i.e., the percentage of students receiving a specified

amount of a benefit, given the degree of importance attached to it) that do

not appear directly in the tabular presentation but that can be calculated

from the statistics in the table:7-- Such a percentage is easily computed

from the entries in Table 6.8. For example, among the 3.1 percent of

students who saw gaining a better understanding of themselves as not impor-

tant, 61 percent of them (100 x (1.9 3.1)) reported receiving little or

none of the potential benefit.

In general, students who regarded benefits as not very important

tended to report receiving little or none, or, to a lesser degree, receiving

moderate amounts.2-
/

Similarly, the majority of students (65 to 74 percent)

who viewed benefits as moderately important reported having received them

moderately. Finally, for nearly all benefits, the majority of students (56

to 70 percent) who regarded a benefit to be very important also responded

that they had received much of the benefit.

The relationship was not as strong in the latter case, however. Con-

siderable proportions of the students who thought a benefit was very

important also reported receiving only moderate amounts. This was espe-

cially true with respect to learning to study better, in which only 47

7/
Although no more than 13 percent reported any benefit as not impor-

tant, it is interesting to note the cases in which students received more
than "a little or none" of these unimportant benefits. The most marked
cases were making close friends and having a change from the school routine
for which only 29 percent of the students rating them as not important
also received little.
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percent of those rating iE as very important reported having received much,

and 44 percent reported having received it moderately. Thus, these students

viewed this skill, which is basic to the UB mission, to be among the most

difficult to achieve at a level commensurate with their high desires.

Another benefit with a relatively high degree of discrepancy between impor-

tance attached to it and amount received was obtaining financial help for

personal needs. Of the students responding that this was very important,

47 percent reported receiving much; 30 perce rece' 1 it moderately; and

24 percent received little or none. The limited fim,acial resources of UB

projects for providing such aid probably accounts Lur this discrepancy.

The type of discrepancy (between the importance of a benefit and the

amount received) which would seem intuitively most disappointing to the

si.udents would be the case of receiving little or none of something very

important. This situation was not infrequent, since 10 to 30 percent of

those students rating a benefit as very important also reported having

received little or none. The percentages were greatest for learning how to

study better and being prepared for postsecondary schooling, for which 29

aud 30 percent, respectively, of the students who reported high importance

received little. These discrepancies are noteworthy because these benefits

are basic to UB's purpose. Other potential benefits for which a considerable

proportion (19 to 26 percent) of the students who regarded them as very

important received very little include: learning more effective self-

expression, understanding better other cultural or racial groups, partici-

pating in extracurricular activities in school, learning and appreciating

the students' heritage, and obtaining personal financial help. The last

benefit is generally beyond UB projects' capability; but the other three

benefits, though not direct UB goals, were nevertheless important aspects

of the UB experience for these students.

Because the relationship between importance of a potential benefit and

the amount received was direct, the benefits most students perceived as

very important were also generally received in high amounts, though not

necessarily the highest amounts.8/ With the exception of obtaining

8/
The percentage of students reporting having received any potential

benefit to any specified degree may be obtained by summing the appropriate
columns of Table 6.8.
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personal financial help, no more than 15 percent of thq students reported

having received only little or none of any potential benefit.21 Excluding

this benefit, 66 to 78 percent of the students reported having received the

other benefits in at least moderate amounts. The percentages of students

reporting at least moderate receipt of the benefits most directly related

to UB's goals were 72 percent for becoming prepared for postsecondary

education and 78 percent for gaining a better understanding of the need for

education. Learning to study better, a skill related to the other two

benefits, was also reportedly receivc"1 at least a moderate level by a

high percentage of students (72 pr 't appears that the majority of

the UB students felt that they wei ?ing skills and attitudes necessary

for continuing their education and pursuing higher education.

In summary, UB students felt that benefits most central to the purpose

of UB--the pursuit of postsecondary education--were the most important;

next in importance were benefits that facilitate the pursuit of education,

such as personal and interpersonal growth. The majority of students reported

having received all listed benefits, in at least moderate amounts. The

amount of a benefit students reported.receiving was generally commensurate

with the degree of importance they attached to it. The relationship between

rated importance and rated receipt of a benefit may be due to a tendency of

people to consider that which they have obtained as more important than

that which they have not.

An even more indirect benefit that students could derive from partici

pating in UB is explored in Table 6.9. This table presents the judgment of

UB students about whether persons at their schools, their relatives, and

people in their community had changed their opinions of the students as a

result of their participation in UB. These data should be treated with

more than ordinary caution because the UB students were required not only

to make subjective judgments, but to make them regarding other person's

opinions of them (the students). The results are of some interest, however,

because it has been suggested that a side effect of UB could be to enhance

or worsen the image of its participants in the eyes of those around them.

As seen in Table 6.9, for any of the persons considered, substantial

9/
Recall, however, that the item nonresponse rate was about 18 percent

for all benefits.
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proportions (30 to 50 percent) of the UB students reported no change in

opinions, and generally more students reported no change than reported

either a positive or a negative change in the opinions of others. The one

exception was parents in which case 56 percent of the UB students reported

their parents as having an improved opinion of them. Excepting parents,

only 27 to 39 percent of the UB students felt that their participation in

UB had a favorable effect on changing the opinion of various people about

them. Only a small proportion (less than 3 percent) of the UB students

reported that others thought less of them as a result of their participation

in the program. Thus it appears, that at least as reported by the UB

students, their participation in UB had eNerted no major effect in improving

their image in the eyes of most othe s around them.

VII. SUMMARY

This chapter has described the perceptions of the UB program as reported

by a subgroup of participants BSQ respondents). These students had

participated in varying num -s :3 sessions, from only one academic year

session to more than three si.n:mer. =4 academic year sessions--with a

median length of program pareci-' n of less than one year. Most frequently,

these students reported havi_ast heard of the UB program from other UB

students or from school guidacce _-lounselors.

According to the studezta,' revorts, the activities (of those 32 speci-

fied) the:: had been most com=only arzailable to them were also the ones

character±zed by the highes: 7tic.-....fnation rates among students to whom the

activities had been availablk These include such basic courses as reading,

English, and mathematics coin-sem. as well as tutoring., counseling, and

athletic, social, and cultur. Activities. These were also 3ie activities

that the participating studer-.:,::: id as most helpful to them The common

availability, participation, .and r-e;:orted helpfulness of thesi.- activities

are in accord with the staff',: 7._all!,-.1271t that tutoring or remedial instruction,

counseling, and Cultural enrichneact were three of the most emphasized

functions in UB projects.

From a list of 12 benefitu poteatially obtainable from the UB experi-

ence, the benefits most directr: related to two of the major goals of UB

5



(continuance in high school and pursuit of postsecondary education) were

reported by the students as being the most important to them. These

included the benefits of gaining a better understanding of the need for

education and of being prepared to attend college or other types of schools.

Benefits more indirectly related to major goals were next in importance,

such as personal development and interpersonal growth. The majority of the

students also reported having received these benefits, as well as others,

in at least moderate amounts. Generally, the more important a benefit was

to the students, the more likely he was to report having received it in

higher amounts. Among the most Important deviations from this trend were

the considerable proportions of students who, although they viewed the

benefits of learning better study skills and becoming prepared for post-

secondary education to be very important, reported that they had received

these benefits in moderate rather than in great amounts.

The students' evaluation of 16 aspects of program operations in the

1973 summer and 1973-74 academic year programs was also presented. The UB

students' perceived the relative strengths and weaknesses of their projects

in the two sessions similarly, although summer session operation was seen

as slightly superior. Generally the central functions of UB. and day-to-day

operations (such as teaching, counseling, administration, and discipline)

were well conducted in the opinion of the students. The UB students rated

the staffs' interest in the students and.the harmonious relationships among

the staff as the best qualities of the program.

As seen in this chapter, the overall tone of the students' perception

of the UB program is quite positive. This is in agreement with the percep-

tion of the staff as reported in previous chapters and with the observa-

tions made during site visitation. There are, however, some students (and

in some cases rather sizable proportions 'of them) who see certainaspects

of the program in a less than favorable light. As many as 30 percent of

those who had participated in certain program activities found such

participation to have been of little or no help; certain aspects of the UB

summer and academic year programs were seen as no better than fair by

upwards of 45 percent of the UB participants; and some potential benefits

of the UB program were seen as being received in small amounts or not at
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all by 10 percent or more of the program participants. While such negative

results detract somewhat from the basically positive view of UB reported by

most students, they should not be taken as an indictment of the program.

It would be unrealistic to imagine that any program such as UB could be all

things for all participants. It would be equally naive to suppose that all

projects (particularly relatively new ones) perform all functions at peak

efficiency.and maximum effectiveness.

What does emerge from the student perception data is a picture of a

program that is seen by the participants.as doing many things quite well

and some things not as well. More importantly, in the eyes of the students,

the program seems to be most successful in those areas more directly related

to its stated goals, those areas which are reported by the staff as most

emphasized, and those areas over which the staff have greatest control.
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Chapter 7

Student Outcomes as a Function of UB Participation

I. GENERAL

Previous analyses, presented in Chapters 4, 5, and 6, have focused on

a description of the structure and function of the UB process. The major

purpose of the study reported in this volume, however, i n e-

possible relationships between UB participation and student outcomes. Of

spectEic concern are student outcomes related to the three major objec-

tives of the UB program: (a) to increase the high school retention rates

of participants, (b) to increase, among participants, the rate of entry

into postsecondary education (PSE), and (c) to generate the skills and

motivation necessary for success in educatton beyond high school.

Difficulties in operationalizing the third major objective not-

withstanding,-
1/

this chapter addresses the differences between the UB and

CS group on variables related to the three major objectives. Prior to

presenting results of these comparisons, however, it is considered very

important to clarify, and in some cases to reiterate, certain matters which

are basic to the analyses. The two topics tc which reader attention will

be directed in this_introductory section are: (a) a specification of the

major variables used in the analyses, and (b; the approach to, and limita-

tions of, the analyses.

A. Variable Specification

As previously discussed in Chapter 2, Section VII, the data available

for the entire set of students were restricted to a small number of measures

abstracted and distilled from the various student instruments. In addition

to the measures obtained from the STF, the variables of major concern in

this chapter are those contatned in the student Master File (see Chapter 3,

1/
A d±scussion of difficulties involved in defining and measuring

variable related to the third_ mandated objective appears in Chapter 1,
subsecttmn III.C.3.
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subsection IV.A). A detailed definition of these variables is available in

Appendix E; however, to insure that the reader is completely aware of the

nature and limitations of the primary measures referenced in this chapter,-
2/

brief descriptions are presented in this subsection.

Poverty Level Index. Only a very gross index of family econo7

status is available from the data common to all zudents. The inde tiqed

is closely related to, but not identical to, ti-ie federal poverty level

3./
While the federal guidelines define poverty status as a

joint function of family income, family size, ahd family Lsacation (farm or

nonfarm), the index used in this study is based on family income nd size

only (since farm or nonfarm status is not available for ail students). Further,

itiormation concerning family income as collected by the imstruments used

in.:his study gave gradations of income which are considerably less refined

tha those specified in the federal guidelines. It should also be noted

thnn the index used for this study was based on student reports of family

sine and income, the latter, in particular, being subject to considerable

er=nr.

Academic Risk Index. The academic risk status of a student was deter-

mined on the basis of ninth grade academic information. The use of ninth

grade information provides a time point which is "prior" to UB entry for

nearly all of the UB participants considered.4/ A student was considered

to be an academic risk if his academic grade point average (GPA)-
5/

was such

that he would fall in the bottom half (50th percentile or less) of his

2/
Some of the variables analyzed in this chapter come directly from re-

sponses to specific items of specific student instruments. Such variables
are defined by the questionnaire item itself (Appendix D) and warrant no
further definition. Other variables are simple transformations of responses
to specific questionnaire items and will be defined when presented.

3/
Application Information and Program Manual (1972-73): Talent Search,

Upward Bound, and Special Services. Washington, D.C.: U.S. Department of
Health, Education, and Welfare, Education Division, Office of Education/
3ureau of Higher Education, December 1972, Appendix A.

4/
The possibility of using a time point corresponding to "year befor,2

MS entry" was considered, but such a definition lacks meaning for the CS
crroup and was thus abandoned.

5/
Academic GPA was computed from STF entries using "academic" courses

cnly (see subsection I.A.7 below and Appendix E).
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class.6/ If academic GPA could not h computed (or converted to a percen-

tile rank), then a student was clas- as a academic ris lly in the

event that he failed 20 percent tne academic cour ,ch he

attempted.

High School Continuance/Completion Index Within School Year. An

outcome central to this study is high school (HS) continuance or completion

for the rwelfth grade. One index of continuance/completion may be obtained

within the 1973-74 school year by noting the HS enrollment status in fall

1973 and spring 1974. Since all legitimate sample members were in HS

during fall 1973 (see Chapter 3, subsection IV.B), a student reporting that

he was either in HS or graduated from HS in spring 1974 was considered to

have continued/completed during that school year. An assumption is made,

of course, that a student still in HS in April (the time of data collection)

would continue throughout the remainder of the school year. This index is

based on studen: self-report, but was verified by reports of project or

high school staff members.

High School Continuance/Com letion Index Between School Years. Another

index was computed relating to HS continuance/completion from one school

year to the next. This index is, in general, calculable only for the

students providing fall 1974 data.21 Although appropriate weight adjust-

ments were made to account for the fall 1974 subsampling, the possibility

of respondent bias remains (see Chapter 3, section VI). It should also be

pointed out that the between schpol year HS continuance/completion index

is based exclusively on unverified student self-reports.

Postsecondary Entry Index. Indication of entry into PSE is obtained

from all data available on the student through fall 1974, although it is

primarily available from FSQ responses. If a student indicated entrance to

any institution of PSE at any time subsequent to fall 1973, he is considered

6/
Transforaxion of grade averages from various grading systems to

percentile ranks was accomplished by use of a conversion table given in
Appendix E.

71
In some cases, completion could be imputed from spring 1974 data.

Specifically, a student who reported high school graduation im spring
1974 would maintain his completion status in fall 1974.
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to have entered PSE, regardless of whether he remained in that institution.

Thus, the measure obtained does not reflect PSE persistence. With few

exceptions, this index is based exclusively on unverified student self

reports.-
8/

High School Equivalency Education Program Indices. The extent

to which high school dropouts avail themselves of other alternatives for

high school completion is of interest as a student outcome. One available

alternative was measured by the student instruments, specifically High

School Equivalency Education Programs (HSEEP). Two HSEEP indices were

constructed; the first indicates entry into HSEEP, while the second indi

cates successful completion of HSEEP (i.e., receipt of high school diploma

or equivalent). These indices are based exclusively on unverified student

selfreports.

High School Academic Measures. Information concerning HS academic

performance is _available from the completed STF. Five measures of this

academic performance were computed for each grade level from ninth grade to

"current" grade (i.e., grade level in fall 1973). The five measures (based

on eight reduced HS course information variables--see Appendix E) are: (a)

normalized academic GPA; (b) proportion of attempted academic credits

passed; (c) proportion of credits attempted that were academic; (d) propor

tion of academic credits attempted that were advanced; and (e) proportion

of academic credits attempted that were remedial.

With one exception, the measures are straightforward. The normalized

academic grade moint average is, however, a relatively complex measure.

With the aid of conversion tables (see Appendix E), average grades within a

grade level were transformed into a common scale of percentile ranks. The

resultant percentile ranks were then converted to a unit normal distribution

with expected value of 5.-
91

This double transformation provides a common

scale for diffprent HS grading systems as well as a"measure with excellent

scale qualities.

8/
Some instances in which PSE entry had been accomplished at the time

of the spring 1974 data collection period (primarily in the case of early
high school graduation) were verified by project or high school staff.

9/
Thus, a permentile rank of 50 mapped into a score of 5.00 and a per

centile rank of 3'5 mapped into a score of 6.96.
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For analysis purposes, only the measures computed for grade 9 and for

current grade are used (the full set of five ninth grade measures and

change scores for all five variables from ninth to current grade). These

measures are based on official reports of academic performance.

B. E9proach to Analysis

The approach to analysis used in this chapter is, in general, straight-

forward; however, some of the analytic techniques used may be less familiar

to the reader than others. This subsection provides a brief overview of

the mechanics of analysis and conventions of data presentations that are

common to this chapter.

Use of Sampling Weights. To provide unbiased estimates of population

parameters, sampling weights were used in computing the various statistics

reported in this chapter. The raw sampling weight associated with a student

is simply the inverse of the probability of selecting that student. The

use of sampling weights overcomes possible bias in the resulting statistical

estimates which may be introduced because students were selected with

unequal probability (due to oversampling of specific groups).

Balancing. In order to provide more meaningful analyses of student

outcomes, a balancing procedure was used to statistically equalize the UB

and CS groups with respect to certain preprocess and extraprocess vari-
ables. An example of the procedure is presented in subsection II.B below,

and the technique is fully described in Appendix F. In essence, the

balancing procedure forces an equivalence of the UB and CS groupS in terms

of characteristics which are related to outcomes but which have not been

completely controlled by the study design (i.e., sex, race, academic risk

status, poverty level status, etc.), thus bringing about greater compar-

ability of the two groups.

Adjustment for Missing Data. In previous chapters, some discussion of

weight adjustment for instrument nonresponse has been presented. Where

instrument specific responses are used in this chapter (e.g., BSQ item

responses), similar adjustments have been made. Such adjustments involve
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an apportioning of the sampling weights of nonrespondents (those who were

eligible for administration of an instrument but who did not complete it)

among the respondents who are most like them (i.e., from the same project

or school, and of the same sex, race, academic risk status, poverty status,

and grade level). The Master File variables were obtained from many dif

ferent instruments, however, and adjustments for missing data were made for

each variable considered. The technique used to adjust for item nonresponse

is identical to that used to adjust for instrument nonresponse.

Conventions of Data Presentation. Due to the central importance to

the study of the analyses reported in this chapter, a generalized table of

standard errors is not used. Rather, the standard error for each comparison

is reported separately, either in tabular form or in the text. Exceptions

to this general policy are cases in which differences in two proportions

are less than 1 percent; for such cases, standard errors were typically not

computed. Most comparisons between the CS and UB groups, in terms of major

outcome v,riables, are made within grade level (i.e., tenth grade UB

participants compared to tenth grade comparison students). Moreover,

within grades 11 and 12, UB students are frequently partitioned into

separate subgroups depending on the extent of their participation in the

program. While this approach suffers somewhat from a loss of cases for

analyses (data shrinkage due to lack of, or inconsistent, information

regarding the classifier variables), it is considered to provide much more

meaningful comparisons within the model of educational continuance that has

been adopted for this study.

C. --Limitations of Analysis

Care was taken throughout the analysis to.avoid comparisons which

would introduce favorable or unfavorable bias toward the UB program.

Considerable effort was made to insure that the data entering analysis were

consistent (see Chapter 2, section VIII; Chapter 3, sections III through V).

The sample was designed to reduce many of the possible differences

which could exist between the UB and CS groups (and which could, therefore,
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lead to spurious group differences). Statistical equalization of the two

groups was undertaken in an attempt to reduce contamination of results by

possible preprocess and extraprocess differences. Weight adjustments for

indeterminate response at the instrument and item level were employed in

critical analyses in an effort to avoid distortion of the findings due to

incomplete data collection. Standard errors were computed for all major

differences so that probability statements concerning the populations of

interest could be made and "true" differences could be uncovered.

Although it is quite likely that these efforts were rewarded, they do

not insure 1.mova1 of all possible confounding factors. Further, two

problems that are inherent in questionnaire surveys remain: (1) the

validity of the reported information, and (2) the inability to definitively

establish causation. These problems are discussed briefly below.

1. Validity of Data

The preponderance of data is based on unverified student self-

reports. In addition to known biases in student reports (of such

matters as high school grades, parent income, parent education level),

invalid responses may be traced to a diversity of possible sources

(e.g., deliberate attempts to mislead, lack of understanding or misin-

terpretation of questions, and simple errors in marking responses).

Previous examinations of data reliability (see Chapter 3, Section V)

have indicated only a moderate degree of agreement between student

self-reports and project (or school) reports within the small subset

of data elements for which verification could be attempted. However,

there is no reason to believe that other student-reported data would

show any better agreement with reports from other sources.

The problem of data validity may be compounded through the

weight adjustment procedures, particularly when invalid data are

collected from a student who is similar to a large group of non-

respondents. The real danger of the validity problem, however, is

that of differential validity of responses within the two groups.

While a lack of reliability and validity serve to introduce error into

the data, if this error is the same (regardless of direction or magnitude)
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within the UB and the CS group, then group differences will show no

directional bias. If, on the other hand, the data from one group are

biased in a particular direction and those from the other group are

unbiased (or biased in the opposite direction),.then the bias will

remain (or be magnified) in the group differences. While there is no

defensible reason to suspect that differential response biases exist

between the two groups, the possibility of this source of error in

group differences does exist.

2. Establishing Causation

A logical error which is made with sufficient frequency to

warrant discussion is that of inferring causality from an established

relationship. While the existence of a relationship between two

variables is a necessary condition for the existence of causation, it

is not a sufficient one.10/ In addition to a relationship between two

variables (conditions), establishment of causation requires that: (a)

the causal variable (antecedent condition) logically precedes the

effect (consequent condition); and (b) no other antecedent variable

exists which may explain both the antecedent and consequent variables

under consideration. While the first of these requirements is often

fairly easy to establish, the second is extremely difficult to estab-

lish outside the true experimental paradigm. Large advances have been

made recently in the area of causal modeling in nonexperimental or

quasiexperimental research paradigms; however, the assumption of

inclusion of all relevant variables in the model is a basic tenet in

these approaches.

In the area of educational intervention programs, it would be

extremely difficult, if at all possible, to identify (much less to

measure) all the relevant student, process, and external factor

10/
A well known example is the strong negative relationship that exists

between the number of mules and the number of individuals with doctorates
in a state. It'is a statistical fact that states with the greatest number
of mules have the smallest number of people with a Ph.D. degree, and con-
versely. A policymaker concerned with increasing the number of Ph.D.'s
in a state would be ill advised, however, were he to attempt to accomplish
this by organizing a wholesale reduction in the mule population.
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variables which may influence one another and/or student outcomes.

Thus, even though strong associations are shown in this chapter

between UB participation and certain student outcomes, the possibility

still remains that these associations are largely a function of other

unconsidered (or unmeasured) antecedent variables which are related to

both student outcomes and selection of UB participants.

II. PREPROCESS AND EXTRAPROCESS DIFFERENCES BETWEEN

THE UB AND CS GROUPS AND RELATED ADJUSTMENT TECHNIQUES

Throughout this volume, discussions of issues surrounding the compari-

son of output measures for UB participants and a comparison group have

stressed the importance of the equivalence of those two groups on relevant

characteristics other than UB participation. The importance of this equiva-

lence is perhaps best pointed out by reference to the comparison process

model introduced in Chapter 2 (Figure 2.2, p. 2.6). Output from the system

(in this case student outcomes) is seen as a joint function of: (a) the

process under consideration, (b) the input to the process, and (c) other

processes in operation. Differences in student outcomes between the CS and

UB groups could be attributable to any combination of these three factors,

either additively or in interaction. To attribute differential output

exclusively to the process under consideration, it is necessary to have

equivalence or control of the UB and CS groups in terms of background

variables and exposure to other processes (programs) that relate to the

output measures under consideratton.

Clearly, it would be impossible to equate the two groups on all

dimensions of input and other external process operations; however, attempts

to equalize the two groups as much as possible on relevant variables is a

sound analytic technique that should be undertaken. Elimination of some

relevant dimensions on which the two groups could differ was, in fact,

accomplished by the design. CS group students were selected from the same

schools and within the same grade levels as the UB participants (see Chapter 2,

section IV). This selection procedure built into the study an equivalence

of the two groups in terms of some major external processes, i.e., regional,

state, district, and school-specific general educational environment.
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Further, such a design produced two groups which were of the same general

age and educational attainment.

Still, the two populations defined by the UB and CS samples should

differ on other relevaut variables due to constraints on UB membership.

Within a given HS, those students selected for UB should differ from nonpar-

ticipants since the UB participants are academic risks and come from families

with limited economic means (and thus were selected from a defined subpopu-

lation of the total HS student body). It should be recalled that sampling

of the CS group was carried out in a manner designed to reduce differences

between the UB and CS samples on the factors of academic risk and poverty
11/status.

Design, however, cannot always assure group equivalence (in fact, for

the current study it was not anticipated that such would be the case) and

equalization after the fact is often required. Such was the case in the

current study. The technique of statistical adjustment used in this study

to achieve a posteriori group equalization was a form of balancing (see

subsection II.B and Appendix F).

The subject of this section is an examination of the characteristics

of the UB and CS groups in order to uncover possible preprocess or extra-

process differences. Statistical adjustment techniques which were used to

correct for observed differences will also be discussed.

A. Differences in Major Background Variables for the Total UB and CS

Groups

Recalling that data available for the entire group were limited to a

subset of variables, it should be clear that analysis of preprocess group

differences for the total UB and CS groups is restricted to those variables

of the Master File and STF. Table 7.1 shows both the weighted12/ and

unweighted distributions of the UB and CS groups on sex, race, age, poverty

level status, academic risk status, and grade level in the fall of 1973.

11/
Based on the best information available at the time, sampling of the

CS group included oversampling of students who were both poor and academic
risks (see Chapter 2, subsection IV.A).

12/
Weighted percentages were computed using raw sampling weights

(inversely proportional to probability of selection).
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a.

Table 7.1

DEMOGRAPHr-ICEZUCTERZSTICS OF IRE STUDM GROUPS

Vart=ble

I

Response
Cate-or

Unweighted
Percentages

a
-Weighteck/

Percenr.4ges St:anda.=

Error :.--.
,

UB
7, roam

CS
Grout

OS CS

.....s.outo'21,
7

11

Se Male

Female
-I

Indete-!Ii*F----=

, 4-4,-7.7.

3

.0

51.7%

47.2

1.1

4:4...21.'

55.

O.

53.5% 2.7 2

45.7 2.7

0.8 0.3

-- Black

White

Other
ti

Indetere1nate-

(s._.3

'._.6

-...3.7

1.4

36.7

43.8

14.4

5.1

60.S =

17.S ,,

19.9 *

1.3 *

27.9

55.2

12.2

4.7

4.2

4.6

3.2

0.8

Age 14 or less

15

16

17

18

19

20

21 or more

Meand/-
cIndeterminate/-

1.0

6.9

23.0

35.8

25.5

5.6

1.0

0.2

--

1.0

1.0

12.4

25.6

30.6

20.2

4.0

1.0

0.3

--

4.8

1.0

6._

22-:

35..

26.1

6.0

1.1

0.2

17.0 *

1.0 *

o.s

14.6

31.0

28.7

17.7

2.5

0.4

0.3

16.6

4.1

.

0.057

1.0

i

Poverty
Level

Poverty Level

Not Poverty Level
cIndeterminate/-

64.4

22.6

13.0

49.4

47.0

3.6

64.5 *

22.3 *

13.0 *

34.6

61.3

4.1

2.6

3.1

1.7
I.

Academic
Risk

Risk

Not Risk
cIndeterminate/-

44.3

54.9

0.8

52.7

46.3

0.9

45.3

34.0

0.7

46.4

52.7

0.8

2.4

2.3

0.5

Grade Level
(Fall 1973)

10

11

12

c
Indeterminate/-

14.6

37.9

44.9

2.6

32.2

32.7

33.7

1.4

14.3 *

37.8 *

45.3 *

2.6

37.3.

32.2

29..1

1.4

2.4

1.3

2.0

0.6
Number of

Cases 3.442 2,145 20,906 1,326,036

NON: Percentages are computed within student groups within che particular variable
considered and may not total 100 percent due to rounding error. An asterisk
(*) is used co indicate a statistically significant (P < .05) difference.

a/- Weighted percentages are computed using raw sampling weights, and as such are
population estimates.

b/
Computed for weighted data.

c/

d/

Indeterminate response represents either no data or inconsistent data.

Reported value is mean of determinate responses.
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The weighted distribIttims prairha unbiased estimates of the UB and CS

populations. A compaLs ghted percentages indicates the extent to

which the national. populA---ionzafFTEB participants differs re:mthe population

of HS students with wh.7.1 -go(1..! school.13/ Since UB pa Licipants are

not selected randomly oxml'il±ev_,-iation of students in th feeder schools,

it is not to be expectec wo groups would have simt_ar profiles in

terms of the variables prc!sem...tei .77:Table 7.1. As such, the group differences

reflect the selection proce!:ara.toeiby UB staff in choosing ?articipants

from the "feeder" high sczn. unweighted percentages are not estimates

of populations, but rather tztty di c.y,7 the distributions of the selected

variables for the actual UB participants and coliison students .

In general, the CS sample silar to the UB sample :than the CS

population is to the UB p _wcnin. This, of course, was one of the purposes

of the sampling plan whicE comparison students "like UB participants"

with greater likelihood. 7 ae UB participants selected in the sample

represent an estimated 20,: 1.1B 7.rarticipants nationally, and the 2,145

members of the CS sample re.rc:,aent a national CS population of 1,326,036

students.

Also shown in Table 7. xe standard errors of differences14/-- for the

reported weighted proportinzl, ,-='!H means. If, in fact, no difference exists

between.the two groups, then. a difference which is as large or larger than

two standard errors would be =,_:,pected to occur, by chance sampling variation,

less than 5 percent.of the Z±LTR, :.;.:2ch a difference will be considered

statistically significant. De seen that the two samples clearly

represent two different pop111--,,--7, The UE population contains more

females and fewer white students _han the CS population. The UB group is

13/
It is important to realize that the population considered here is not

all Other HS students in coterminous USA. Rather, it is those HS students
who are not in UB but who are attending the UB "feeder" schools. Due to
geographic location of projects anvil discretion on the part of the project
as to the schools from which i= will recruit, it is not reasonable to
assume that feeder schools re n7eptesentative of all high schools nationally.
Therefore, it is not -warranted to assume that the CS population is repre-
sentative of all HS atudents natinnally.

14/
The standard ezror of ,e differences of two statistics is an index of

the extent of variability c the difference in those statistics which would
be expected under the same aen over different possible samples.
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also seen to have a much hi3her concentrazion of stUdents within the

poverty level classi.fication and to be more concentrated in grades 1:

and 12. This latter fact probably expla4-ns why the UB group tends be

older than the other stughents attending tme high schools from which cz

are selected. The U3 anE CS populations appear to be quite similar t:71

terms of academic risk classification, sc that zhe oversampling of CS

students considered as academic risks tended to inflate the proportio. of

CS academic risks in the sample which was drawn.

To further study posaible preprocess differences between the UB zal6

groups, examination of ninth grade academic information available froT

STF was undertaken. The results of the analysis are presented in Table

7.2. Again, both weighted and unweighted statistics are presented, brn

differences between the two types of computations are quite minor. The

variables considered in Table 7.2 are those defined in subsection I.A.

Even in light of the slightly higher (but not statistically significant;

proportion of indeterminate data in the UB group, the similarity of the two

groups for these academic measures is quite marked. This strong similarity

suggests that the two groups do not differ an these preprocess variables

and that no adjustment involving these variables need be undertaken.

In summary, it is clear that preprocess differences.exist between the

UB and CS groups and that some form of equalization is necessary prior to

examination of differences in outcome measures between these groups. The

procedure used to accomplish this balancing is discussed briefly in the

following subsection and more fully in Appendix F.

B. Balancing_Procedure

In cases such as the current one, where moderator variables (pre-

process variables) are relatg.i to dependent variables (student outcomes)

and where the distributions of these moderator variables are different for

the groups umder consideratinn (UB and CS), it is usually sound analytic

practice to adjust or correct the dependent variables for the influence of

the moderator variables. There are many techniques available to accomplish

this adjustment process. Perhaps the most widely used is linear regression,

in which the linear relation of moderator to dependent variable is removed
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Table 7.2

ACLn-M.T.T FAG:KG:ROUND OF THE si-nr. GROVF3

a/
Variable-

Unweitr=ed
S

Weightedb/-
Statistics

GrotT.
CS

Group
UB

...erouo

CS 74=== of c
(Grout) Di-t-_-_-,rence-

:Tinth Grade NormaLized
Academic GPA

17.2% 13.1%

5.052 4.949

16.0% 10.4% 3_3%

2,349

Ninth Grade Proportion
of Courses That Were
Academic

d/Inda-nate-
-a/

Mean-

14,1% 3.2%

0.663 D.646

13-1% 9.2%

0.666 0.653 0.008

Ninth Grade Proportion
of Academic Courses
Passed

Indeterminated/-
e/Mean-

14.7% 3.3%

0.914 0.888

la. 7% 9.2%

0.912

7..7%

0.913 0.009

Ninth Grade Proportion
of Academic Courses
That Were Advanced

d/
Indeterminate-

eMearr/-

14.1% 8.2%

0.2+4 0.228

13.2% 9,2%

0.240 0-256 0.I16

:Ninth Grade Propottion
of Academic Courses

'That Were Remedial:

Indeterminate--

Mean-2

14.1% 8.2% 13.2% 9.2%

0.002 0.002 0.002 0.001

Number of Cases 3,442 2,145 20,906 1,326,036

NOTE: Statistics ere computed within studett group (CS or UB) for the partitular variable
considered. None of the differences reported in this table are statistically
significant (P < .05).

a/
See Appendix 1 for definitions of .academic, normalized GPA, advanced, and remedial.

b/ _

vieighted statistics are =imputed nsing raw sampling weights-

C/
Computed fnr weighted data-.

d/
Statistic given is percent- of indatermitata tespnnses, consisting of either no data

or inconsistent data.

e/
Mean is computed only for zespoments with zfeterrteze data.
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(e.E-. analysi covInce partial correli= c, techniques). A ,,-ery

simpl., form of 1is ten-inaue is well adaptat tc. _rplantitative data when one

is wi_ling to ziLsume tlizt he majority of tnerator's influence is

linear and eguL.-,alent :mm cLiffferent subgroups- z is felt, however, that

the mzjority of :he thr:a t.s study will nan.. .apport any of the neces-

sary sumptiot- required Z,f7:7 Linear regressizm .Ajustment procedures.

ther apnrcach edjustment is thte analysis Jf variance

model This techniqua . m=nidered within the n=nme of general linear

model5.- may be used to.mm-L- the "effects' (7.th main effects and inter-

actIon affects) cE spac .t,-ttegorical facto= having removed any effect

attrited to other cat_eln=ical factors. Like :',-771e linear regression model,

relanmnely strong assumntt.cts about the data misit be made (e.g., equality

of vamfances over subgrzuts: and this techniqu, is best applied co quanti-

tative dependent variab:e data. it would be dif±ficult to employ an analysis

of variancemodel, since the nuM5oer .of cases in ..wme cells el the model

would be extremely small. rurther, since much aE the UB dependent variable

data will be proportions, cunziderable data transformation (i.e., log or

arc sine transformations') woul4 be -required, and reporting such transformed

data often clouds the dama piztere. It is felt that the data Are typically

not appropriate for this adjmatment procedure either.

Instead, a balamg przcedura -which adjusts the observed data with

respect to distributel prenertices of the mzderator variables was used.

The adjustment procedmre is speci_firi in del:I-mil in Appendix 'P, but will be

illustrated here by canpletely 1-17:-.othet: . example for the interesteL:

reader. Suppose tha.77- a situation in Table 7.3. Erna
thetable it cam. he sen that there:are gr.oups (Aand B) that differ In

terms of the p=10-anr=== mL'f L4.tudents fallimg toato the levels of poverty

status (80 permnC:- aLt, in grcup atz- dIa.s,=ified as within the poverty

level, while only 21 oAam-nex/ of timmse .-7.-_-te.urh-5,=lan^ed group B are so

classified). Moreo,.-eLL._ It is seem taw: --dt.i.thin both groups, poverty status

classificat±mn is r1rn n average! C (lower grade point averages are

associatedlcith pove:L..! clasistifir'at-ron). Mere tnportantly, it can be

15/
The problem poaed in_the example given may J7..e recognized by some readers

as equivalent to the nonhoganality problem in_analysis of variance.

322
7.L5



Table 7.3

=AMPLE OF BALANCING TECHNIQUE USIN2 HYPOTHETICA7, DATA
RELATING TO GRADE 20INT AVERAGE AND POVERTY STATUS

Poverty Status
Classificatin

Gr-up llas:q-fication

Grou. A
GX=D B

-jr.a-a.:.:ced

Group
Balanr,.ii

Proportion Average
of Students GPA

-7oportion Average
o.-f S';:noiemts CPA,

P=opnrtion Average
af Students GPA

Poverty Level

Not Poverty Level

.80 2.0

.20 3.0

.2: 1.5

.80 2.5

.80 1.5

.20 2.5

aTotal Group/ 1.00 2.2 1.7P 2.3 1.00 1.7

NOTE: These data are pa:rely hypothetical an1L do not efLacit the
true distributinns for any group ccm pou,..sty status us on acy measure
of GPA used in this study.

a/
The average GPA for the total grcnp is obtained as a weighte& sum of the

subgroup means within that group. For example-_, the total graup A average GTA
is determined as (.80)(2.0) 7- (.20)(3.::)) = 2.2.

0 )r)
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seen that within either level of poverty status classification, group A has

a higher (by .5) average GPA than group B.

To this point, all indications from the hypothetical ata in Table 7.3

would indicate that those in group A were obtaining better traes than

those in group B, regardless of poverty starus. Same confu&:1[:111 arises,

:71owever, when comparing the total group means for group A amd the unbalanced

group B. The total group mean is obtained as a weighted awErage of the

subgroup (poverty level classification) means within that g=nu?. The group

A average GPA is given by (.80)(2.0) (.20)(a.0) = 2.2.; whi:e for the

unbalanced group B it is (.20)(1.5) (.80)(2-3) = 2.3. The -7=sults of

this averaging may be distressing to sane reaMers since it indcates that

group B has, on the average, a higher grade mtiot average than group A;

however, this is a statistical fact. Even t'invrah the subgroup means stand

in an order clearly favoring group A, the vocal group means ar juxtaposed.

The apparent anomaly has been brought abow.. due to the d±frH1 distri-
bution of the two groups in respect to poverty status couple.6 .4-dth the fact

that poverty status itself is related tD GPA.

If the analytic question to be answered is canternec onLy wdth gLi
means, irrespective of any difference which m emis;- be=weemermams an the

distribution of hcp moderating varteble, tben thie amsweris m1LiFiarly that

group B has a higher grade point average than gra,t-p A. =I, zml the other

hand, the analytic question is conzerned with Ejle_1.,,tnces the twcr

groups free of the effect of differential mover-:statu. -=T- it is exuri---7y

clear that a comparison of the uncorrected gron7 means onscures the true
situation. The balancing technique used in the Lzmalyses reported in this

chapter would resolve the incongrult7 by creating an artificial group B

population which is comparable to grnup A in terms of the 'pavers-7 status
. distribution (i.e., a group B in which 80 perrem= of the :members were

classified as poverty level). This is the simu7.71.7n showo

group B in Table 7.3. Comparing the totainp ft= C2.2) to

the balanCed group B mean (1.7) reflects thact: that grolT7 3 members-
within any poverty classification have an average GRA7whimb. is greater by
.5 than that for nonparticipants. In other wards,when adjustnient is madi-

for differential distribution of the moderator variable within =he two
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groups, the effect of that moderator variable is balanced across the two

groups.

The actual b-alancing technique used in analysis involved more than two

balancing categzries, but the example given shows the general manner in

which the balanzing was performed. The technique statistically equates the

joint distributfon of possible moderator variables within the two groups

(i.e., it forces the proportion of poor, academic risk, black, female,

twelfth grade students in the CS group to be identical to the analogous

proportion in the UB group, etc.). This technique makes fewer assumptions

about data quality than either the analysis of variance or regression

techniques and allows somewhat greater flexibility in the choice of data

elements to be adjusted. Obviously, this method can be applied for one,

two, or more snoderator variables, either jointly or singly, provided cell

frequencies are of sufficient size to provide stable estimates of all

proportions and means.

As a result If previous examinations of group differences, the follow-

ing moderator vaziables were used in balancing (adjustment): sex, race,

grade level, poverty status, and academic risk status. Since many of the

critical analyse were conducted within grade level, the first set of

adjustments ilias °Lone within the three grade levels considered. Within each
16/grade level, 16 balancing categories were formed.-- A description of the

balancing categorias and the distribution by grade of the UB and CS groups

over these categories is given in Table 7.4. After adjustments had been

made within grade, further adjustments over grade level were carried out

for aggregate comparisons.

C. Other Uncontrolled Sources of Group Differences

Although the balancing procedures described above introduced the

desired statistical control for those variables used in the balancing, it

was not expected that this would eliminate all group differences related to

other relevant variables (differences in,input and/or exposure to other

relevant processes). Some insight into the extent to which the two groups

16/
The balancing categories were formed icy a complete or partial crossing

of the variables sex, race, poverty status, and academic risk status.
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Table 7.4

PERCENTAGE OF STUDENT GROUPS IN BALANCING CATEGORIES
BY HIGH SCHOOL GRADE LEVEL IN FALL 73

cBalancing Cate-or/v-

Fall 73 Grade Levell

10 11 12

Unweighted .b/
Heighten- Unweighted Weightedb/- Unweighted

13

Weighted/
UB CS UB CS UB CS US CS DB CS DB CS

1. Poverty Level, Academic
Risk, Black Male 8.8% 7.2% 8.4% 5.1: 9.1% 8.9% 8.6% 5.7% 10.0% 7.3% 9.5% 4.3%

2. Poverty Level, Nonrisk,
Black Male 7.9 3.1 7.6 1.7 7.9 4.7 7.1 2.9 8.5 2.5 7.7 1.4

3. Nompoverty, Academic
Risk, Black Male 5.2 3.7 5.4 4.1 5.8 4.9 5.8 3.9 4.9 2.7 4.7 2.8

4. Nonpoverty, Nonrisk,
Black Male 6.7 3.4 6.5 2.8 3.5 2.0 3.3 1.9 4.4 2.2 3.9 3.5

S. Poverty Level, Non-
risk, Black Female 7.9 9.8 8.0 6.3 10.1 7.6 9.7 4.9 9.8 10.7 9.6 5.3

6. Poverty Level, Non-
risk, Black Female 13.4 4.2 13.9 3.7 14.8 5.5 14.9 3.6 15.1 5.9 14.8 3.6

7. Noppoverty. Academic
Risk, Black Female 5.6 3.5 5.4 3.7 4.0 2.0 3.8 2.3 4.1 2.7 3.9 2.9

8. Nonpoverty, Nonrisk,
Black Female 10.0 2.8 10.0 2.5 6.5 2.5 6.0 3.5 7.2 3.3 6.9 3.4

9, Poverty Level, Academic
Risk, White 3.6 7.6 3.9 4.2 4.1 5.4 4.7 4.8 4.0 6.3 4.5 4.5

10. Poverty Level, Non-
risk, White 4.2 6.5 4.1 7.0 6.8 6.5 7.3 3.6 6.8 7.7 7.3 6.3

11. Nonpoverty, Academic
Risk, White 3.1 11.0 3.4 14.8 2.6 12.9 2.9 16.4 2.4 13.4 2.6 18.1

12, Nompoverty, Nonrisk,
White 2.1 18.3 2.3 27.6 4.3 16.7 4.3 25.9 3.6 19.2 3.8 ,31.1

13. Poverty Level, Academic
Risk, Other 4.4 6.7 5.2 4.5 5.8 7.2 6.5 5.4 5.3 4.4 5.9 2.3

14. Poverty Level, Nonrisk,
Other 8.1 4.3 6.8 4.2 7.0 4.4 7.2 3.2 6.0 3.7 6.3 2.3

15. Nonpoverty, Academic
risk, Other 4 0 4.1 4.9 4.5 4.1 3.5 4.3 3.4 3.4 4.7 3.8 4.7

16. Nonpoverty, Nonrisk,
Other 5.0 3.4 4.4 3.2 3.5 5.4 3.3 6.5 4.5 3.6 4.8 3.3

.vmber of Cases 521 706 3,113 506,889 1,329 708 8,036 429,126 1,592 731

NOTE: Percentages are computed within student group (UB or CS) within grade level and may not add to 100 percent due
to rounding error.

a/- For fall 73 grade level classification, the most reliable grade level was used even if it was inconsistent
with other indications of grade level.

b/
Ueighted percentages are computed using raw sampling weights.

.5.! For purposes of establishing categories, indeterminate poverny status is combined with nonpoverty, indeterminate.
academic risk status is combined with nonrisk, indeterminate sex is combined with female, and indeterminate race
is combined with "other."
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still differed on relevant preprocess and extraprocess variables was

desirable, and other analyses were undertaken. These analyses were con

ducted after balancing had been performed, and, as such, the results

reflect additional differences between the UB and CS group after correction

for sex, race, poverty status, academic risk status, and grade level (in

other words, residual differences).

1. Preprocess (Input) Differences

In Subsection II.A, differences between the two groups, before

balancing, on five ninth grade academic measures were examined.

Although observed differences were extremely small, the possibility

existed that the differences would be larger after balancing. A

subsequent examination of these variables revealed that this was not

the case; in fact, the differences had become slightly smaller. The

results of this analysis were so similar to those prior to balancing

that they are not reported here.

Other comparisons of extraprocess differences between the total

UB and CS groups were not possible using the subset of variables

available in the Master File; however, a considerable number of pre

process measures were available for BSQ respondents. It should be

recalled from Chapter 3, Section VI, that the BSQ respondent group,

while constituting a large proportion of the total sample, was not

representative of the total UB or CS populations. However, the bias

introduced into this respondent group was hypothesized to cancel when

comparisons between CS and UB groups were made. To the extent that

such an hypothesis is true, examination .of differences in BSQ respondent

data will generalize to total UB And CS group differences.

Table 7.5 presents a comparison of UB and CS responses to item 11

of the BSQ, which requested information concerning the respondents'

current (spring 1974) area of residence. The comparison was made

after adjustment of the data by the balancing technique and further

adjustment for instrument nonresponse. Also presented in Table 7.5

are the standard errors for the group differences for the percentages

given. The places of residence of the two groups are strikingly

similar, which is not too surprising given the sampling technique

3.27

7.20



Table 7.3

PERCENTAGES OF -UPWARD BOUND PARTICIPAETS AND COMPARISON
STUDENTS LIVING 0 SPECMIC =CATIONS

Locatian

Group Standard
Error of

Difference133 CS

Model Cities Area a/
Inceterrainate--

Lirring in Location,

a.4 --1Indeterminate-

Living in Locm---i.om
I...

29-117 29.9%

19-3 22.4

i 31.5 37.5

11-3 10.4

b/

2.6

b/

. b/

Urban Renewal Area

Federal Housing
Project

aIndeterminate/- 29.7 28.0
ILiving in Locatiat 15.0 16.3

2.4

3.1

Indian Reservation IndeterminateW 1

Living in Location i

31.4 31.3

1L-4 * 0.5

b/

1.3

Farm aJ
Indeterminate--

Living in locarnm,,

30.6 29.1

113-5 * 7.4

3.1

1.2

Sample Size Unweighted

Weighted

' El0-, 1,611

18,9M1 1,171,641

NOTE: Reported percentages were crmoo=ed using weighted data, after
balancing and adjusting for ir-rument nonresponse, for that
subset of students eligible_for BSQ administration. Data
presented in this table were ohtetned from respomses to item 11
of the BSQ.- An asterisk (*) f.'s used to indicate a statistically
significant (P < .05) differPnr=-

a/
Indeterminate response represents :item monresponse, multiple response,

and inconsistent response.

b/
Standard errors were not computed for absolute differences less

than 1 percent.
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used. It can be seen from Table 7.5 that statistically significant

differences exist only for the locations of "Farm" and "Indian Reser-

vation," with greater proportions of the UB group residing in these

areas. To some extent these findings may be attributable to the

definition of feeder schools (see Chapter 2, Section IV) and to the

fact that no BIA reservation ,schools were selected. It may be, however,

that there are proportionally greater numbers of the UB population

living in these areas, even after balancing.

These comparisons are somewhat attenuated by large proportions of

indeterminate responses (approximately 30 percent in most cases).

Since, however, the'proportions of indeterminate responses are quite

similar for the UB and CS group, it is relatively safe to assume that

any nonresponse bias is similar for the two groups. If this is the
_-

case, then the comparisons are, in fact, valid. If this is not the

case, then the differential allocation of the indeterminate responses

could create statistically significant differences where none are

present in Table 7.5 (or no difference, where statistically signifi-

cant ones now exist). All things considered, however, the results in

Table 7.5 suggest that the two groups do, in fact, differ in terms of

proportions living in rural areas and on Indian reservations (implying

also that the groups may differ in terms of proportion of Native

Americans).

Table 7.6 presents the distribution of highest educational

attainment of parents in the UB and CS groups (item 17 of the BSQ).

Due to the marked similarity between the groups of the distributions

of parental education for both mother and father, no standard errors

were computed. Although indeterminate data account for upward of 15

percent of the responses in some cases, it-is quite reasonable to

assume from the available results that there are no substantive differ-

ences between the two groups in terms of the educational levels of

their parents.

Table 7.7 shows the distribution of parents' occupations for the

UB and CS groups (item 18 of the BSQ). The distribution of mothers'

occupations is strikingly similar for the two groups and standard

3 2 1)
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Table 7.6

EDUCATIONAL ATTAINMENT OF PARENTS OF UB
PARTICIPANTS AND COMPARISON STUDENTS

Level of Educational Attainment

Father Mother

UB CS UB CS

aIndeterminate/- 15.7% 15.3% 6.2% 10.7

Some grade school or less 13.7 11.8 8.0 7.5

Finished grade school 9.8 8.4 9.5 8.9

Did not complete high school 26.6 26.5 29.6 32.2

Finished high school or
equivalent 21.2 21.8 29.1 24.2

Some business, vocational,
technical, or trade school 3.1 2.6 3.1 2.2

Finished business, vocational,
technical, or trade school 2.1 2.8 3.6 ..3.5

Some college (including two-
year degree) 4.1 3.6 6.7 4.9

Finished college (four- or five-
year degree) 2.6 4.9 2.5 3.4

Attended graduate or profes-
sional school but did not
receive degree 0.3 0.6 0.8 0.6

Obtained graduate or profes-
sional degree 0.8 1.6 0.9 1.8

NOTE: Reported percentages were computed using weighted data, after
balancing and adjustment for instrument nonresponse, for that
subset of students eligible for BSQ administration. Data
presented in this table were obtained from responses to item 17
of the BSQ. Sample sizes are the same as that reported in
Table 7.5. Standard errors were not computed due to the marked
similarity of the distributions.

a/ Indeterminate response represents item nonresponse, multiple response,

and inconsistent responses.
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Table 7.7

OCCUPATIONAL LEVEL OF PARENTS OF UB PARTICIPANTS
AND COMPARISON STUDENTS

Parents' Occupational Level

Father Mothert--
a-

UB CS

Standard
Error of
Difference UB CS

1

Indeterminateb/- 22.1% 18.4% 2.9 18.6% 19.9%

Laborer or Service Worker 51.1 * 44.9 2.1 26.4 23.6

Craftsman or Foreman 14.9 * 18.5 1.7 1.8 1.7

Office or Sales 3.8 * 6.6 1.1 8.6 9.1

Manager or Owner 3.5 * 6.7 1.3 1.9 1.9

Professional or Technical 4.1 4.7 c/ 8.3 10.6

Homemaker or Housewife 0.5 0.2 c/_ 34.5 33.2

NOTE: Reported percentages were computed using weighted data, after
balancing and adjusting for instrument nonresponse, for that
subset of students eligible for BSQ administration. Data pre-
sented in this table were obtained from responses to item 18
of the BSQ. Sample sizes are the same as those reported in
Table 7.5. An asterisk (*) is used to indicate a statistically
significant (P < .05) difference.

a/
Due to the marked similarity of the distribution of responses

between the UB and CS groups, standard errors of difference were not
computed.

b/
Indeterminate response represents item nonresponse, multiple response,

and inconsistent responses.

c/
Standard errors were not computed for absolute differences of less

than 1 percent.
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errors were therefore not comPuted. For fathers' occupations, however,

statistically significant differences between the groups were observed.

The occupational level of the fathers of the UB group shows greater

concentration in the Laborer or Service Worker area than that for

fathers of the CS group and, conversely, less concentration in the

fathers of Craftsman, Foreman, Office Worker, Salesperson, Manager, or

Owner. This basic pattern indicates a lower occupational level for

the fathers of the UB group, which is probably indicative of lower

socioeconomic status.

In terms of the preprocess measures that have been examined, it

is clear that all input differences between the UB and CS groups have

not been resolved by balancing. The UB group has a statistically

significant greater representation of rural students and students

living on Indian Reservations. There is also an indication that even

though the two groups were balanced on the crude index of poverty

status, differences still exist in socioeconomic status (as reflected

in the lower level of fathers' occupation in the UB group).

'The practical significance of these differences is yet another

matter. Though socioeconoraic status and location of residence are

theoretically related to academic achievementand attitudinal measures,

identified empirical relationships have not been extremely large.

Coupled with the small absolute differences between the two groups on

these variables, the impact of such differences in the output measures

to be considered should be minimal. The basic caution addressed to
--

the reader, by these relatively smill but statistically significant

differences in preprocess measures between the UB and CS group, is

that small differences in output measures should be interpreted with

care, since they may be attributable to input differences rather than

process operation. Theoretically, the net effect of the input differ-

ences discovered should result in a bias which operates in favor of

the CS group. In other words, the CS group should show higher levels

for the academic achievement measures simply because of input differ-

ences, all other factors being equal.
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2. Extraprocess (Other External Process) Differences

No data regarding the operation of other external processes were

available for the entire sample; however, such information was avail-

able for the subset of BSQ respondents. These data were analyzed and

the results presented below are subject to the same considerations in

interpretation as noted in the previous subsection.

Table 7.8 presents information pertaining to HS course of study

and participation in intervention programs, other than UB, for the CS

and UB respondents to the BSQ. Small but statistically significant

differences exist between the two groups in terms of pre-process

'courses of study. UB participants report greater participation in an

academic-related course of study and less in a vocational/business

course of study. This finding is somewhat confounded by the difference

between the groups in percentage of indeterminate data. Differential

within-group distribution of the indeterminate data among the other

response categories could, theoretically, reduce (oreven reverse the

direction of) the observed differences.

Participation in Talent Search (TS), another of the TRIO Programs,

is quite limited for both groups, and group differences in such parti-

cipation is not statistically significant. Considering other inter-
17/

vention programs-- (exclusive of TS and UB), over half of the members

in each group report no participation. Although differences in per-

centage participation are small for the categories reported in Table
18

7.8, the average number/ of other programs in which UB students have

participated is significantly (Over three standard errors) greater

than that for the CS group; however, the absolute difference is quite

small and the practical significance of this difference is questionable.

17/
These programs, listed in item 24 of the BSQ (Appendix D), include

College Readiness, College Bound, Aspire, Educational Opportunity Program,
Cooperative Vocational Education Program, Neihborhood Youth Corps, and
others.

18/
Mean number of programs in which students had participated was computed

for determinate responses only, without adjustment for item nonresponse.
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Table 7.8

PREVIOUS HIGH SCHOOL COURSE OF STUDY AND PARTICIPATION IN
INTERVENTION PROGRAMS FOR UB PARTICIPANTS AND COMPARISON STUDENTS

Variable Considered Responses

Group
Standard
ErrorCS

Ninth Grade Course
of Study

a/
Indeterminate-

General

Academic

Vocational/Business

10.7%

46.5

32.8

10.0

*

*

*

15.3%

42.2

25.3

17.2

2.1%

2.9

3.1

1.7

Previous Participation
ID/

in Talent Search (TS)--

a/
Indeterminate-

No Participation

Participation

4.5

90.5

5.1

6.0

90.1

3.9

1.1

c/
--

1.2

Number of Other Inter-
vention Programs (Ex-
clusive of UB and TS)11/
in Which Particigated=

a/
Indeterminate-

0

1

2

3

4 or more
diMean-

4.5

51.4

26.6

9.0

3.7

4.8

0.867 *

6.0

55.2

24.7

6.8

4.6

2.8

0.720

1.1

.04

NOTE: Reported percentages were computed using weighted data, after
balancing and adjusting for instrument nonresponse, for that
subset of students eligible for BSQ administration. Data pre-
sented in this table were obtained fram items 20 and 24 of BSQ.
Sample sizes are the same as those reported in Table 7.5. An
asterisk (*) is used to indicate statistically significant
(P < .05) differences.

a/
Indeterminate response represents item nonresponse, multiple response,

and inconsistent responses.

b/
.- For these variables, additional balancing over grade was performed.

c/
Standard errors were not computed for differences of less than 1 percent.

d/
Means computed for determinate responses only.
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The functions of the various other programs in which students

participated are so diverse as to make a simple count of the number of

such programs a relatively weak measure of difference in extraprocess

variables. A more meaningful measure, related to the services received

from such other programs, is available from responses to item 25 of

the BSQ. The services listed in that item coula be meaningfully

grouped into one of four categories: (a) academic-related (tutoring,

class work); (b) counseling; (c) vocational training; and (d) financial

assistance. Percentages of the UB and CS group receiving sLch services

are given in Table 7.9. There are no significant differences in the

relative frequency of receipt of these external services by the two

groups.

In summary, there are few statistically significant differences

and no practically significant_differences between the two grnups in

terms of :either intervention prctrams. Small but statistically signifi-

cant di= ences exist in terms of preprocess course of schoal study.

The direc:_lon of these differences suggests that UB students (with

greater early participation in an academic-oriented curriculum) may

have a higher preprocess motivation for continuing education.

Two of the major external processes which may operate on the

student (namely the family and community atmosphere) were not treated

in this study. Such differences would be reflected, however, in

analyses presented in the previous subsection (i.e., type of community,

parents' education, etc.).

3. Analysis Implications

While differences between the UB and CS groups in terms of vari-

ables common to all sampled students (taster File data) were statis-

tically adjusted by the process of balancing (and as such should not

represent a source of bias in suLbsequent analyses), other preprocess

and extraprocess group differen=es were uncovered for the subsets of

BSQ respondents. These differences were, in general, quite minor and

should not therefore introduce any substantial amount of bias in the

analyses reported below in this chapter.

There are, undoubtedly, other extraprocess variables on which

these two groups differ. Since there are no measures of these
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Table 7.9

PERCENTAGES OF UPWARD BOUND PARTICIPANTS AND COMPARISON
STUDENTS RECEIVING SPECIFIC SERVICES FROM INTERVENTION

PROGRAMS OTHER THAN UPWARD BOUND

a/
Type of Service-

Group Standard
Error of
DifferenceUB CS

Academic-related

c
Counseling

/
-

Vocational Training-
d/

e/
Falancial Assistance--

18.0%

21.6

14.0

9.4

15.0%

18.9

12.7

10.8

1.8%

2.1

1.9

1.4

Indeterminate-f/ 5.6 7.9 1.3
_ I

NO.TE: Reported percenrages were computedLusing weighted data, after
balancing anC adjusting for instrmment nonresponse, for that
subset of:students eligible for BSQ administration. Sample
sizes are the same as that reported in Table 7.5. None of the
differences reported in this table are statistically significant
(P < .05).

a/
Receipt of one type of service does not preclude receipt of some

other type.

b/
Determined from response to items 25.1 and 25.2 of BSQ.

ci
Determined from response to items 25.3, 25.7, and 25.8 of BSQ.

d/
Determined from response to item 25.6 of BSQ.

Determined from response to item 25.5 of BSQ.

f/
Indeterminate response is the same for all categories of services

and represents complete nonresponse to all subitems of item 25 of BSQ.
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variables, the nature of such differences and their possible influence

on analysis results is a matter of speculation. In general, the Ywo

groups appear to be quite comparable after balancing is applied, and

differences in outcome measures should be related primarily to UB

participation rather than to tae other factors which have been con-

sidered in this subsection.

III. DIFFERENCES IN TEDIJCATIONAL CONTINUANCE

BETWEEN UB AND CS GROUPS

Two of the major objectives of the UB program (see Section I of this

chapter) involve educational continuance, namely: (a) continuance in and

completion of HS, and (b) PSE entry. The extent to which the program meets

these objectives is the subject of this section. This evaluation was

relatively straightforward, involving only measures that are extremely

objective.

A. High School Continuance/Completion Within School Year

HS educational continuance with the 1973-74 school year was easily

determined, as indicated in Section I of this chapter. Recalling that

retrospective data regarding spring 1974 enrollment status were obtained in

fall 1974 from students who had not responded to the spring 1974 question-

naire administrations, the results presented in this subsection should be

relatively free of possible biases in. the spring 1974 respondent group (see

Chapter 3, Section VI).

Table 7.10 presents, within school year, HS continuance/completion

rates for the UB and CS groups by grade level. In addition to presenting

the total grade level rate for the UB group, Table 7.10 also provides

continuance/completion rates within grade level by length of time in the UB

program. There were, of course, some cases for which continuance/

completion could not be determined (indeterminate responses). Three con-

tinuance/completion rates were therefore computed and are reported in

Table 7.10. These three rates are: (1) maximum rate (P
max

), computed by

assuming that all indeterminate responses would have indicated continuance;
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Table 7.10

FALL 73 TO SPRING 74 HIGH SCHOGL CONTINUANCE/COMPLETION RATES
BY GRADE FOR UPWARD BOUND PARTICIPANTS AND COMPARISON GEDE7

Grade

Student Group

Sr=rrdaEd

Er=nr-1

UB in
Program at
Grade 10

UB Joining
P....mgram in

Grade 11

UB Joining
Program in
Grade 12

LIB Total

Group CS
i

17

p 11
max

Ci

min
d

N-
/

adj
el

fN-/

98.67.

98.0%

305

98.6%

303

98.6%

97.6%

549

98.5%

544

95.8%

93.8%

520

957%

509

97.5%

96.27.

1374

974%

1356

96.8%

95.2%

723

95.8%

718

a-3%

1.6

:"--, -

--

11

p 1.2./

max

p .2../

min

N-

p
adj

.2V

NI/

97.8%

97.8%

300

97.8%

300

98.4%

97.2%

844

98.4%

834

98.37*

97.4%*

144

98.37*

1134

93.17

91.9%

701

93.0%

690

1.....3

1.6

--

1.3

10

p 11
max

min
CI

d/N-

?
adj

e/

f/N-

98.0%

97.6%

501

98.07.

499

0

98.0:*
!

97.67*

501

98.07*

499

93.4%

92.4%

691

93.3%

684

1.3

1.3

-
1..3

--

rl'OTE: Values reported are based on weighted data, using balanced CS weights,
and adjusting all weights for cases with indeterminate classification
as to grade level or length of time in UB. An asterisk (*) Is used to
indicate a statistically significant (P < .05) difference.

- Standard errors presented are computed for the difference in rates between
the total group of UB participants within a particular grade level and the
analogous comparison group.

b/
Computed by assuming all indeterminate continuation cases as continuing or

completed.

c/
Computed by assuming all indeterminate continuation cases as not continuing

or completing.

d/
Unweighted cell size is computing P

max and Pim
in

.

e/
Computed by adjusting weights for indeterminate continuation/completion

cases.

f/
Unweighted cell size in computing P

aaj
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(2)minimumrate(P.) p,comuted by assuming that all indeterminate
min

responses would have indicated noncontinuance; and (3) an adjusted rate

(P
adj

), computed by adjusting for "item" nonresponse.-1--
9/

The values of

P
adj

are the best available single estimate of the continuance/completion

rates, while P
max

and P
min

define upper and lower limits, respectively, of

this estimate for these groups of respondents.

Regardless of the rate considered, ithin-year continuance/completion

rate is quite high for all subgroups considered. For all grade levels the

overall UB continuance/completion rate is higher than the CS rate; and for

grade 12, the rate within the UB group increases with length of time in

program.

Nine distinct subgroups are defined by the data presented in Table

7.10. Maintaining comparisons within grade level, only six independent

comparisons of continuance/completion rates among these nine groups are

possible. The a pri.pri comparisons decided upon were: (1) total of UB

twelfth graders compared with CS twelfth graders, (2) total of UB eleventh

graders compared with CS eleventh graders, (3) UB tenth graders compared

with CS tenth graders, (4) UB twelfth graders who joined the program in

grade 11 or earlier compared with UB twelfth graders joining the program in

grade 12, (5) UB twelfth graders who joined the program in grade 10

earlier compared with UB twelfth graders joining the program in grade 11,

and (6) UB eleventh graders who joined the program in grade 10 or earlier

compared with UB eleventh graders joining the program in grade 11. The

first three listed comparisons examine differences between the total UB and

the CS group within a particular grade, while the remaining comparisons

examine differences within the UB group and a particular grade level as a

function of length of participation.

The standard errors presented in Table 7.10 relate to the differences

between the total UB group and the CS group for a given grade level. The

greater within-year continuance/completion rate experienced by UB participants

12/
The adjustment was accomplished by distributing the weights of stu-

dents with indeterMinate responses to those students who were similar (in
the same balancing category, same project--or school--and same grade).
See Appendix F for a more detailed description of weight adjustments.
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is statistically significant for grades 10 and 11, but not for grade 12.

Standard errors for the comparisons within the UB group are presented in

Table 7.11. From Table 7.11, it can be seen that only one such comparison

yields a statistically significant diffe,:ence. UB participants who join

the program in grade 12 have lower continuance/completion rates than those

who joined the program during the eleventh grade or earlier.

B. High School Continuance/Completion Across School Year

Within school year continuance does not, of course, insure that the

student will return for the following academic year, since dropout can

occur during the summer vacation between academic years. Summer dropout

can also occur for those students who continued in school during their

senior year but who failed to graduate. For this reason, additional

examination of continuance/completion rates from one school year to the

next was undertaken. These analyses required differential adjustment for

nonresponse due to the subsampling conducted during the fall 1974 data
20/collection period.

Full year (fall to fall) continuance/completion rates for the UB and

CS groups, by grade and by length of exposure to the UB program, are given

in Table 7.12. The pattern.of fall to fall continuance/completion is

considerably different from that for fall to spring; full year continuance/

completion rates are lower, as would be expected. For the CS group there

is a considerably larger range of P and P
min within grade level than formax

the UB group. The range of P and P
min for the CS group fall to fallmax

continuance is also noticeably greater than the analogous range observed

when considering fall to spring continuance. This is a reflection of a

higher proportion of indeterminate responses for the CS group for the full

year continuance measure.

Standard errors reported in Table 7.12 are related to the differences

in rates for the total UB and CS groups for specified grade levels. .As can

20/
Since previous nonrespondents (with considerably higher dropout

rates) were followed up with certainty and previous respondents were
subsampled for followup, adjustment for indeterminate response without
regard to previous response status would have spuriously deflated the
continuance rates. See Appendix F for details of weight adjustments.
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Table 7.11

DIFFERENCES IN FALL 1973 TO SPRING 1974 HIGH SCHOOL
CONTINUANCE/COMPLETION RATES BY GRADE FOR UB PARTICIPANTS

AS A FUNCTION OF LENGTH OF PARTICIPATION

UB Student Groups Compared Difference-a/
Standard
Error

1

Twelfth graders
joining program in
grade 11 or earlier

Twelfth graders
joining program
in grade 12

b/
P
max

c/Pmin

d/

adj

2.8%*

3.9 *

2.8 *

1.2%

1.4

1.2

Twelfth graders
joining program in
grade 10 or earlier

Twelfth graders
joining program
in grade 11

b/
max

p
min

2.1

d/Padj

0.0

0.4

0.1

--

1.3

1.0

Eleventh graders
jcining program in
grade 10 or earlier

Eleventh graders
joining program
in grade 11

b/Pmax

c/
Pmin' -

d/

adj

-0.6

0.6

-0.6

1.2

1.,5

1.2

NOTE: Values reported are based on weighted data adjusted for cases
with indeterminate classification as to grade level or length
of time in UB. An asterisk (*) is used to indicate a statis-
tically significant (P < .05) difference.

a/
Difference reported is determined by subtracting rate of second group

listed from rate of first group listed. As such, a positive difference
reflects a higher continuance/completion rate for the first group listed
and a negative difference reflects a lower rate for the first group listed.

b/
Computed by assuming all indeterminate continuation cases as continuing

or completed.

c/
Computed by assuming all indeterminate continuation cases as not

continuing or completing.

d/
Computed by adjusting weights for indeterminate continuation/completion

cases.
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Table 7.12

FALL 73 TO FALL 74 HIGH SCHOOL CONTINUANCE/COMPLETION RATES BY
GRADE FOR UPWARD BOUND PARTICIPANTS AND COMPARISON GROUP

Grade

Student Group

Standard
Error-2

UB in
Program at
Grade 10

UB Joining
Program in
Grade 11

UB Joining
Program in
Grade 12

UB Total
Group CS

12

p 1.21

max
c/

Pm it:-

d/N-

13

adj
ii

f/N-

88.8%

86.2%

216

88.5%

214

89.4%

87.4% 1

411

89.0%

405

89.4%

85.4%

436

88.9%

421

89.3%

86.4%

1063

88.8%

1040

91.1%

81.6%

549

90.1%

496

2.2%

3.1

i

2.5

--

11

P
max

c/
P
min

-

d/
N-

13 el
adj

2/

91.1%

83.5%

228

90.7%

210

91.7%

85.8%

738

91.4%

691

91.6%

85.3%

966

91.3%

901

92.4%

80.5%

557

91.3%

472

2.2

2.5

--

2.3

--

10

P 13/
max

P
min

c/

N-

e/
adj

f/

93.5%

89.5%

413

93.4%

392

_* 93.5%

* 89.5%

413

* 93.4%

392

86.6%

79.17

571

85.5%

522

3.4

4.1

--

3.7

--

NOTE: Values reported are based on weighted data, using balanced CS weights,
corrected for fall 1974 subsampling and adjusted for cases with
indeterminate classification as to grade level or length of time in
UB. An asterisk (*) is used to indicate a statistically significant
(P < .05) difference.

a/
Standard errors presented are computed for the difference in rates for the

total group of UB participants within a p=i-ticular grade level.

b/
Computed by assuming all indeterminare continuation cases as continuing

or completed.

c/
Computed by assuming all indeterminate continuation cases as not

continuing or completing.

d/

e/

Unweighted cell size in computing Pmax and P . .

min

Computed by adjusting weights for indeterminate continuation/completion
cases.

f/
Unweighted cell size in computing

7.35
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be seen, significantly higher rates exist for the UB group in the tenth

grade on all three estimates
(13 ' P

, and ). UB and CS continu-
m ex min Padj

ance/completion rate differences for eleventh and twelfth graders are mixed

(reflecting, in part, the fluctuation of P and P
min

in the CS group),max
but none of the differences approach statistical significance.

As in the previous subsection, three comparisons for each of the three

rates were made within the UB group to discover.a possible relationship

between length of program participation and HS educational continuance. No

such relationships were found (the maximum absolute difference observed was

2.3 percent and the minimum standard error computed was 2.6 percent), and

the results of these analyses are not reported.

While the fall to fall continuance rates are less stable (larger

standard errors due to smaller number of cases) and subject to some possible

bias (as specified in Chapter 3, Section VI), it is somewhat surprising

that full year high school continuance does not appear to be related to

extent of UB participation except for the tenth graders. The finding is

more surprising in light of the emphases placed by the UB program on con-

centration of efforts within eleventh and twelfth grade and on the summer

component of the program. It is precisely in these areas of concentration

that the program seems weakest with respect to HS continuance. (Note that

previously established continuance/completion advantages for eleventh grade

UB participants within the academic year dissipate when full year rates are

considered. This suggests, of course, that the summer dropout rate for

these UB participants is 2reater than that for the CS group.) Unfortunately,

it is not possible to compute, from available data, separate continuance/

completion rates for the subset of UB participants who actually were enrolled

in the 1974 UB summer program. Consequently, the hypothesis that UB students

who actually participate in the summer program do persist at higher rates

than do the CS group counterparts could not be explored. Even if this

hypothesis were true, the fact remains that UB participants (in general) do

not continue (or complete) HS education on a year-to-year basis at any

higher rate than a comparable group of nonparticipants.

C. PSE Enrollment

Differences in PSE entry rates may be considered more or less inde-

pendently of difference in high school continuance by appropriately defining
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the population of students eligible for PSE entry. One such subpopulation

of students is made up of high school graduates. Regardless of high school

completion (except in the case of 0 percent completion), PSE entry rates

for UB and CS subgroups of this population can be computed and compared.

Another population of eligibles may be defined in light of the current

trends toward "open door" postsecondary institutions for which high school

graduation is not a necessary requisite for admission. The second popula-

tion is thus defined as all students not in high school; the former group

(high school graduates) is a proper subset of the latter. PSE entry rates

were determined for both such subgroups (i.e., UB and CS students who had

graduated from high school by fall 1974, and UB and CS students no longer

in high school in fall 1974).

PSE entry rates for the total subgroups of UB and CS eligibles are

given in Table 7.13. Due to the large percentage of indeterminate responses,

the only rates given are those in which weight adjustments for indeterminate

response were m-qe (analogous to the Padj values for HS continuance). For

the HS graduate subgroup, the rates are further partitioned by length of

participation in the UB program. Differences between UB and CS groups in

PSE entry rates are conspicuously large. Not only is the entry rate signifi-

cantly greater for the UB group in a statistical sense, it is also of

considerable practical significance due to the absolute magnitude of the

difference. Among high school graduates, less than half of the CS group

enter PSE as compared to almost three-fourths of the UB participants.

Among the all eligible group (including high school dropouts), it is esti-

mated that 13 of 20 UB students enter PSE, as compared to 8 of 20 in the

balanced CS group.

Within the UB HS graduate subgroup, two additional independent a priori

comparisons were made. High school graduates who had joined UB in or prior

to the eleventh grade continued into PSE at a 4 percent higher rate than

those joining in the twelfth grade, but this difference was not statistically

significant when compared to a standard error of 4.1 percent. Graduates

who had joined UB prior to or in the tenth grade entered PSE at an 8.9

percent higher rate than those joinindin the eleventh grade, which did

represent a statistically significant difference with an associated standard

error of 3.6.
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Table 7.13

POSTSECONDARY ENROLLMENT RATES FOR UPWARD BOUND
PARTICIPANTS AND COMPARISON STUDENTS

Population
Considered

Group

StandaV
Error

UB in
Program

in Grade 10

UB Joining
Program

in Grade 11

UB Joining
Program

in Grade 12
UB Total
Group CS

High School
b/Graduates

Rate

c/N
78.1%

191

.

69.2%

366

68.2%

343

70.7%

900

46.7%

413

5.3%

All
d /

Eligibles
Rate

e/N 41-444 * 65.1%

1135

42.5%

618

4.6%

NOTE: Reported percentages are based on weighted data, using weights balanced
within grade level, corrected for fall 1974 subsampling, and adjusted
for cases with indeterminate classification as to grade level or length
of time in UB. An asterisk (*) is used to indicate a statistically
significant (P < .05) difference.

a/ Standard errors presented are computed for the difference in rates for the
total group of UB participants within a particular grade level.

bi
Reported rate represents PSE entry during or prior to, fall 1974 for

students classified as high school graduates in fall 1974.

c/
Unweighted cell sizes.

d/
Reported rate represents PSE entry during, or prior to, fall 1974 for all

members of the sample classified as not in high school in fall 1974. For these
computations, weights were also balanced over grade level. Cases with inde-
terminate PSE entry status (less than 0.1 percent and 0.3 percent, respectively,
of the UD end CS weighted totals) were assumed no.t to have entered PSE.
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UB participation, therefore, seems highly related to PSE entry, in

both a qualitative and quantitative sense. Program participation, regard-

less of length of such participation21/ , is strongly related to an enhanced

PSE entry rate'. Further, among those who complete high school, PSE entry

rate is positively related to length of participation in the program.

It should be pointed out that the PSE entry rates reported in Table

7.13 reflect, for the greater part, immediate PSE entry (i.e., entry into

PSE within a year of graduation or dropout). Higher levels of "lag entry"

rates among the CS group (i.e., entry into PSE over a longer time span)

could reduce the original advantage of the UB participants. The data of

this study do not, however, allow examination of this possibility or of

other hypotheses regarding lag caltry. Furthermore, data are not available

from the current study to assess the PSE persistence within the two groups.

That is, it is Tossible that the UB participants entering PSE do not remain

there at as high a rate as the CS PSE entrants. Were this the case, PSE

completion for the two groups could be equivalent or even greater for the
CS group. The likelihood of such a possibility is, however, another matter,

and without empirical evidence, any discussion of such likelihood would be

little more than speculation.

For the particular PSE entry rate employed in this study, the picture

is quite clear. Participation in the UB program is highly related to a
greater rate of entry into PSE. These results cannot be attributed to

differences between the UB and CS groups in terms of differences in school-

specific facl.ors, academic risk status, poverty status, race, or sex, since

these factors were controlled either in the study design or statistically

through the balancing procedures. Other observed differences between the

UB and CS groups for which statistical adjustments were not made (see

subsection II.0 of this chapter) could not explain differences in PSE entry

rate of the direction and magnitude of those reported in Table 7.13, since

the observed preprocess and extraprocess differences were typically quite

small and in a direction which should have favored the CS group over the
UB group. Moreover, the differences cannot be plausibly explained by the

21/
For most of the UB sample, participation consisted of at least one

academic year.

346

7.39



fact that indeterminate response to PSE status in fall 1974 was fairly

high. Possible bias due to nonresponse to the fall 1974 data collection

(primarily through the subsampling scheme used) was pointed out in Chapter 3,

section VI; however, given the small extent of this possible bias it is

extremely unlikely that it could account for the substantial differences in

PSE entry rate, even in the event that the bias was operating differentially

for the UB and CS groups. There is always the possibility in survey

studies of this type, however, that overlooked or unmeasured (and therefore

uncontrolled) variables have confounded the results.

Since results are based primarily on unverified student reports,

another possible explanation of thelindings would be response bias on the

part of students. To advance this as a tenable hypothesis for group differ-

ences, one would have to argue for differential response bias in the two

groups. Given the loyalty of UB participants to their program, such argu-

ments do have some intuitive appeal. Since some student reports were

subjected to validation, and no differential response validity between the

UB and CS groups was observed, explanations based on differential response

bias are more tenuous.

There are two remaining plausible explanations for this finding. The

first, and perhaps most obvious explanation, is that participation in the

UB program raises the probability of PSE entry. The second explanation is

that some unmeasured variable, which is highly related to PSE entry, is a

major factor in selection of students into the program. One such variable

may be high motivation for educational continuance beyond high school.

. Some insight into this latter possible explanation will be gained in subse-

quent sections of this chpter.

D. Longitudinal Educational Continuance

It is possible, by use of the Markov model for educational continuance

introduced in Chapter 2, subsection II.B, to examine long-term educational

continuance for the UB and CS groups. This use of synthetic cohorts allows

computation of high school graduation rate, given tenth grade entry, for

various UB entry patterns. These values were computed and are presented in

Table 7.14. The high school graduation probabilities shown in Table 7.14
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Table 7.14

PROBABILITIES OF HIGH SCHOOL COMPLETION AND PSE ENTRY,
GIVEN TENTH GRADE ENTRY, AS A FUNCTION OF DEGREE

OF EXPOSURE TO UPWARD BOUND

Ex.osure to UB
3 or More
Years

(Entered UB
in Grade 10
or Earlier)

2 Years
(Entered UB
in Grade 11)

1 Year
(Entered UB
in Grade 12)

.

No
Exposure

(CS)

High School Graduation:

Probability

a
Difference/

Standard Error of
Difference

.750

+.047

.060

.696

-.007

.042

.694

-.009

.049

.703

--

--

PSE Entry:

Probability
b/

a
Difference/-

Standard Error of
Difference

.602

+.286 *

.052

.527

+.211 *

.051

.472

+.156 *
,

,049

.316,

--

--

NOTE: Probability values reported are computed by multiplying year-
to-year continuance/completion rates, adjusted for indeterminate
classification variables and continuance/completion index. The
results reflect balancing of the CS group. an asterisk (*) is
used to indicate a statistically significant (P < .05) difference.

a/
Difference is CS group probability value subtracted from UB group

probability value. Positive differences, therefore, are favorable to the
UB group.

b/
For twelfth graders, the probability of transition from twelfth grade

to college is computed and multiplied by lower grade continuance rates.
Probability values reported cannot, therefore, be exactly reconstructed
from previously presented results.
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may be computed directly (within rounding error) from the entries of Table
22/

,c;

The probabilities of PSE entry, given tenth grade entry, cannot be

obtained directly from information presentd previously. Transition prob-

abilities from tenth to eleventh grade aad from eleventh to twelfth grade

were obtained from Table 7.12 entries. The probabilities of PSE entry,

given twelfth grade entry, 'were not, however, precisely equivalent to the

1,411ves obtained by multiplying twelfth grade, fall-to-fall continuance

rAi.a.; by PSE entry rates among high school graduates.
23/

The information presented in Table 7.14 mirrors the findings previously

reported. Probability of twelfth grade completion given tenth grade entry

i5 not significantly related to UB participation, regardless of the extent

that participation. On the other hand, probability of PSE entry given

1:anth grade entry is significantly related to UB participation, and the

extent of UB participation seems linearly related to an increase in this

probability.

IV. DIFFERENCES i3ETWEEN CS AND UB STUDENTS ON

FACTORS RELATED TO SUCCESS IN PSE

The third major objective of the UB program is to provide UB students

with the skills and motivation necessary for success in PSE. As previously

discussed in Chapter 1, subsection III.C.3, the extent to which the program

is meeting this objective could not be directly evaluated due to difficulty

22/
For example, the probability of high school graduation given tenth

grade entry and exposure to UB for 2 years (from grade 11 through graduation)
is given as .696. This figure is obtained by multiplying: (1) probability
of eleventh grade enrollment, given tenth grade entry and no UB perticipation
in grade 10 (i.e., CS); (2) probability of twelfth grade enrollment, given
eleventh grade entry and UB participation in grade 11; and (3) probability
or twelfth grade completion, given twelfth grade entry and participation in
UB during eleventh and twelfth grades. Performing the multiplication with
the

adj
rates yields (.855) x (.914) x (.890) = .6955.

P

23/
This is due to the fact that some twelfth graders did not graduate

hut did continue in high school.
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in defining and/or measuring such variables. Success in meeting the objec-

tive may, however, e examined indirectly by examining differences between

the UB and CS groups on factors theoretically and empirically related to

success in PSE. Such an examination is the subject of this section.

A. Academic Factors

HS academic measures ate generally quite predictive of success in PSE.

Specifically examined in this subsection are three of the change measures

defined in section I of this chapter: (1) change in academic grade point

average, (2) change in proportion of academic credits passed, and (3)

change in proportion of credits taken that could be classified as academic. 24/

The first and second variables listed above are indices of changes in high

school academic achievement. It seems reasonable that a program attempting

to recruit high risk students and to provi.Je them with skills necessary for

success in PSE would attempt to improve such achievement. The third

variable is an index of course load concentration. In preparation for

entry to 2- and 4-year colleges (stressed by the UB program) it would seem

reasonable to emphasize a greater concentration of courses in the academic

area.

The results of analysis of these variables are presented in Tables

7.15, 7.16, and 7.17. Little in the way of conclusion can be drawn from

the results due to the extremely high incidence of indeterminate data.--
25/

Although the differences in indeterminate data percentages are not statis-

tically significant for the UB and CS groups (or for different subgroups of

24/
The other change scores discussed in section I showed such small

variation that they were not analyzed.

25/
The extent of the indeterminate data problems shown in Tables 7.15

through 7.17 may be somewhat surprising in light of the extremely high
return rates (over 99 percent) of these forms. Indeterminate response
for these data is, however, compounded by many factors. First, access
to transcript files was, in some cases, refused (although other informa-
tion reported on the STF was available). Second, incomplete data were
provided on many forms (due to lack of information on rranscripts re-
garding "current" grade course averages). Finally, the algorithm for
reducing the available STF data produced indeterminate data if too few
academic credits were attempted, or if too few courses could be classi-
fied as either academic or nonacademic, or if grading systems were not
amenable to the normalizing conversion used (see Appendix E).
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Table 7.15

CHANGE IN ACADEMIC GRADE POINT AVERAGE FROM
NINTH GRADE TO CURRENT GRADE FOR UPWARD BOUND

PARTICIPANTS AND COMPARISON STUDENTS

Current
Grade

Student Group
UB in

Program at
Grade 10

OB Joining
Program in
Grade 11

UB Joining
Program in
Grade 12

UB Total
Group CS

12

Indeterminate-
a/

b/N-

Mean Change-
c/

d/
N--

54.2%

162

-0.017

143

54.1%

305

0.025

244

59.9%

328

0.156

192

56.4%

795

0.062

579

45.7%

348

-0.001

375

11

a
Inde'..erminate/-
b/
N-

c
Mean Change/-
d/

N--

47.1%

143

-0.117

157

49.0%

447

-0.048

397

48.5%

590

-0.066

554

41.7%

279

-0.157

422

10

Indeterminate-4-

b/N-
cMean Chang/e-

d/
N-

40.6%

197

-0.147

304

40.6%

197

-0.147

304

42.5%

248

-0.121

443

NOTE: Percentages -and means reported are based on_weighted-data;-after balancing.

a/
Percentage of indeterminate responses, representing item nonresponse,

multiple response, and inconsistent response.

b/
Number of cases xeth indeterminate responses.

c/
Computed for determinate responses only.

d/
Number of cases with determinate responses.
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Table 7.16

CHANGE IN PROPORTION OF ACADEMIC CREDITS PASSED
FROM NINTH GRADE TO CURRENT GRADE FOR UPWARD
BOUND PARTICIPANTS AND COMPARISON STUDENTS

Current
Grade

Student Group
UB in

Program at
Grade 10

UB Joining 1UB Joining
Program in Program in
Grade 11 Grade 12

UB Total
Grou. CS

a
Indeterminate/-
b/N-

12
c/Mean Change-

d/N-

46.0%

136

-0.013

169

43.5%

246

-0.040

303

48.0%

273

-0.007

247

45.7 !

655

-0.022

719

33.5%

221

-0.028

502

Indeterminate!
b/N-

11
c

Mean Change-
/

d/N-

44.2%

135

-0.027

165

44.0%

409

-0.033

435

44.0%

544

-0.031

600

36.0%

220

-0.099

481
a

Indeterminate-
bN-/

10
c/

Mean Change-
d/N-

35.4%

172

-0.095

329

35.4%

172

-0.095

329

40.1%

196

-0.082

495

NOTE: Percentages and means repOrted are based on weighted data, after balancing.
a/

Percentage of indeterminate responses, representing item nonresponse,
multiple response, and inconsistent response.

b/
Number of cases with indeterminate responses.

Computed for determinate responses only.

d/
Number of cases with determinate responses.
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Table 7.17

CHANGE IN PROPORTION OF ACADEMIC CREDITS TAKEN
FROM NINTH GRADE TO CURRENT GRADE FOR UPWARD BOUND

PARTICIPANTS AND COMPARISON STUDENTS

Current
Grade

Student
UB Joining
Program in
Grade 11

42.3%

240

-0.094

309

Group
UB Joining
Program in
Grade 12

T.-

47.0%

267

-0.096

253

UB Total
Group

44.9%

642

-0.084

732

CS

UB in
Program at
Grade 10

45.8%

135

-0.042

170

32.2%

207

-0.114

516

12

a
Indeterminate-=
b/N-

Mean Change-
c/

a/N-

11

a
Indeterminate/
bN-/

Mean Change-
c/

a/
N-

43.8%

134

0.022

166

43.8%

407

-0.045

437

43.8%

541

-0.033

603

35.4%

213

-0.077

488

10

a
Indeterminate/
b/N-

Mean Change-
c/

d/
N-

34.6%

167

-0.021

334

34.6%

167

-0.021

NNNs, 334

39.5%

191

-0.038

500

NOTE: Percentages and means reported are based on.weighted data, after balancing.

a/
Percentage of indeterminate responses, representing item nonresponse,

multiple response, and inconsistent response.

b/

c/

a/

Number of cases with indeterminate responses.

Computed for determinate responses only.

Number of cases with determinate responses.

3 5 3
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UB participants) in the huge majority of possible comparisons, it is not

statistically sound to base conclusions on results which represent less

than half of the available cases (regardless of the extent of weight adjust-

ment perforned).

With the magnitude of indeterminate data shown in Tables 7.15 through

7.17, the mean change values reported (computed for determinate data only)

could not be considered unbiased estimates unless the unrealistic assumption

was made that students with available data were representative of those

without such data. To the extent that such an assumption is false, the

table entries could change considerably. There is, however, no support

from the data for a relationship between UB participation and change in

academic-related factors. In fact, for some comparisons, the results are

not even in the expected direction. The picture painted by Tables 7.15

through 7.17 is, perhaps, a surprising one, showing a general slight decrease

in academic success and percent of academic credits taken from grade nine

to current grade for both the UB and CS groups. This pattern is quite

cons-stent regardless.of the student subgroup considered; however, the

meaningfulness of these changes is in question, given their small absolute

value and the extent of indeterminate responses.

B. Aspiraticns and Expectations

Of the many motivational aspects related to PSE success, two of the

easiest to measure are plans and expectations. Part of the UB program

function is to raise participants' aspirations to attend college and to

provide them with reasonable expectations that these aspirations will be

met. This aspect of UB function may be examined for the subset of BSQ

respondents.

Table 7.18 presents the stated plans for entry into PSE (BSQ item 36)

for BSQ respondents in the UB and CS groups, by grade level. The proportion

of indeterminate data is low and quite similar for both groups, thus the

results should not be greatly attenuated as a result of nonresponse. For

every grade level considered, UB participants plan PSE entry at significantly

higher rates than their CS counte:parts. (The results presented previously

in section III.0 show that these plans are, in fact, realized for a large

proportion of the UB group).
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Table 7.18

PLANNED ENTRY INTO POSTSECONDARY EDUCATION
WITHIN FOUR YEARS FOR UPWARD BOUND PARTICIPANTS
AND COMPARISON STUDENTS BY GRADE IN SCHOOL

t

Fall 73
Grade

a/Level Entry Plans

Group
Standard Error
of DifferenceUB CS

Plans to enter 86.2% * 72.2% 4.1

12 Does not plan to enter 8.6 * 22.3 4.0

Indeterminateb/ 5.2 5.5 c/

Plans to enter 82.2 * 63.5 3.7

11 Does not plan to enter 12.4 * 29.3 4.3

Indeterminateb/ 5.4 7.2 1.8

Plans to enter 76.3 * 64.3 4.2

10 Does not plan to enter 13.8 * 28.7 3.1

Indeterminateb/ 9.9 7.6 2.2

NOTE: Reported percentages were computed using weighted data, after
balancing and adjusting for-instrument nonresponse, for that
subset of students eligible for BSQ administration. Data pre-
sented in this table were obtained from responses to item 36
of the BSQ. An asterisk (*) is used to indicate a statistically
significant (P < .05) difference.

a/
Determined from most reliable data source available in master file.

b/
Indeterminate response represents item nonresponse, multiple

response, and inconsistent response.

c/
Standard errors were not computed for absolute differences less

than 1 percent.
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Table 7.19 shows the highest level of educational attainment toward

which the two groups of BSQ respondents aspire, as well as the level of

education they actually expect to attain (BSQ, item 30). Levels of inde-

terminate data are low and not statistically different for the UB and CS

groups. Differences between the groups in both aspiration and expectation

are statistically significant, and the patterns of responses clearly show

that UB participants both aspire to and expect higher levels of education.

Another-factor related to plans for edzacational continuance is occupa-

tional plans. Some occupat:-....=s require a lonm:er period of PSE (or different

forms of PSE) than others. 1.;%e occupational zspirations and expectations

for the two groups of BSQ respondents (BSQ, item 34) are shown in Table

7.20. Although the proportions of indeterminate data are relatively high

for these variables, they are not statistically different for the UB and CS

groups. The UB group members desire and expect to be in ozcupations which

require greater amounts of education beyond HS (e.g., professional positions

requiring some graduate training, school teacher) at significantly

greater rates than CS group members. Although this finding is somewhat

clouded by the high rate of indeterminate data, it is completely consistent

with previous findings.

In summary, it seems clear that UB participants plan and expect to

attend PSE in greater proportions and for longer periods than the CS group.

This greater motivation for education continuance after high school should

be directly related to the higher incidence of PSE entry in the UB group.

The-question remains, however, as to whether this motivation was affected

by the UB program. There is simply not enough available information from

this study to determine whether the UB program was instrumental in raising

participants' motivation to attend PSE or whether selection into the program

4s based to some extent on already extant motivation. The latter hypothesis

is supported by reports of some project staff during site visitation.

C. Actions Taken in Preparation for PSE

The counseling components of many UB projects include direction in

preparation for PSE. If such counseling is effective, it would be expected

that [TB participants would take more preparatory actions than members of

!-; 6
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Table 7.19

HIGHEST EDUCATIONAL ATTAINMENT DESIRED AND EXPECTED
FCR UPWARD BOUND PARTICIPANTS AND COMPARISON STUDENTS

Highest

Educational Attainment Level

Desired Ezpeted

UB CS

Standard
Error of
Difference UB CS

I Standard
Error of

Difference
r

Not finished high school 0.4% 0.9% a/ 0.7% 1.3% a/

Finish high school 6.6 13.2 * 2.0% 11.6 22.3 * 2.1%

Training in military service 3.0 45 0.7 4.3 5.6 0.7

Vocational, technical,
business, or trade school 7.0 15.3 * 1.8 8.8 13.2 * 2.2

Two-year r3r junior college 8.3 8.3 a/_ 13.7 14.8 a/_
Four-year college 27.0 19.9 * 1.8 34.6 21.6 * 2.5

Graduate or professional
school 31.0 * 2.1 20.3 16.6 2.6

; Indeterminatb/e- 6.6 6.8 a/ 5.9 4.6 1.0

I -1i

NOTE: Reported percentages were computed using weighted data, after balancing
within grade and over grade and adjusting for instrument nonresponse,
for that subset of students eligible for BSQ administration. Data pre-
sented in this table were obtained from responses to item 30 of the BSQ.
An asterisk (*) is used to indicate a statistically significant (P < .05)
difference.

a/ Standard errors were not computed for absolute differences less than
1 percent.

b/ Indeterminate response represents item nonresponse, multiple response,

and inconsistent response.
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Table 7.20

DESIRED AND EXPECTED OCCUPATIONS OF UPWARD BOUND
PARTICIPANTS AND COMPARISON STUDENTS

a/
Occu'ation

Desired r'
-a-9-.S.5-9-S1---

tJB CS

Standard
Error of

Difference UB CS

Standard
Error of

Difference

'Clerical 5.7% 11.27. * 1.4% 7.3% 12.7% * 1.8%

Craftsman 3.2 8.2 * 1.8 .3.0 8.8 * 1.5

Farm Work 0.1 0.3 b/ 0.1 0.4 b/

Homemaker/Housewife 0.1 0.4 b/ 1.4 1.8 b/

Laborer 0.0 0.6 b/ 0.5 1.8 0.7

Manager/Administrator 2.4 3.4 b/ 1.8 1.8 b/

Military 1.6. 1.2 b/ 1.9 1.7 b/

Operative-c-
/

0.5 2.2 * 0.5- 0.7 2.1 * 0.6

Professional Id/- 26.3 22.9 2.4 21.8 18.4 1.9

Professional II21 13.8 6.2 * 1.3 10.0 4.6 * 1.0

Proprietor/Owner 0.8 1.0 b/ 0.4 0.5 b/

Protective Service 1.0 1.1 b/ 1.0 0.9 b/

Sales 0.4 0.2 b/ 0.5 0.7 .b/

School Teacher 10.0 5.6 * 1.2 9.7 5.4 * 1.3

Service Worker 4.8 3.9 0.9 4.1 6.9 1.4

Technical 4.3 4.0 b/ 3.7 .3.0 b/

Indeterminatef/- 25.1 25.7 b/ 32.2 28.6 2.0

NOTE: Reported percentages were computed using weighted data, after balancing
within grade and over grade and adjusting for instrument nonresponse,
for that subset of students eligible for BSQ administration. Data pre
sented in this table were obtained from responses to item 34 of the BSQ.
An asterisk (*) is used to indicate a statistieally significant (P < .05)
difference.

a/
For more detailed descriptions of these categories, see BSQ item 34,

Appendix D.

b/
Standard errors were not computed for absolute differences less than 1 percent.

c/
Such as meat cutter, machine operator, welder.

d/
Professions typically requiring no more than a 4-year college education.

e/
Professions typically requiring more than a 4-vear college education.

Indeterminate response represents item nonresponse, multiple response, and
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the CS group. Some insight into this aspect of UB operation may be gained

by examining the responses of certain subsets of BSQ respondents, although

the results should be viewed with more than usual caution.
26/

Item 38 of the BSQ requested information concerning whether students

had taken any of nine specified actions27/ in preparation for possible PSE

entry. This question was addressed only to that subset of BSQ respondents

who stated plans for entry into PSE within a 4-year period. Table 7.21

shows the distribution of the number of actions taken by grade level for

the UB and CS groups.28/ Percentages of indeterminate data for t'7.f.se

responses are quite low and are not different for the UB and CS group:3. It

can be ssen that for both eleventh and twelfth graders, UB participants

have taken significantly greater numbers of preparatory actions, on the

average, than have members of the CS group.

Items 40 and 41 of the BSQ requested information relative to actual

application to PSE by the subset of BSQ respondents who were twelfth graders

and who stated plans for PSE entry. The distribution of numbers of appli-

cations made by UB and CS group members is given in Table 7.22. The propor-

tion of indeterminate data is extremely small within each group and is not

differential between the groups. On the average, UB participants have made

application a significantly greater number of PSE institutions than have

their CS cohorts.

Item 42 of the BSQ requested information concerning acceptance into

PSE by the subset of BSQ respondents in the twelfth grade who reported both

plans for PSE entry and application to at least one PSE institution.

26/
The results reported in this subsection are based on a set of BSQ

items that were part of a nested skip pattern. In such a pattern, the
nature of the response to one of the items determines whether or not an
individual will answer subsequent items. The number of individuals re-
sponding to an item will typically decrease for items that are more deeply
nested in the skip pattern, and thus the subset of respondents on which .

a particular set of results are based will be specified.

These actions included visits to a campus, taking admission tests,
and formal and informal inquiries concerning various aspects of PSE entry
(see Appendix D).

23/ Due to the small numbers of tenth graders who had taken any such
actions, tenth grade results are not reported.
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Table 7.21

NUMBERS OF PRELIMINARY ACTIONS TAKEN TOWARD PSE
ENTRY BY UPWARD BOUND PARTICIPANTS AND

COMPARISON STUDENTS BY GRADE

Grade
Number of
Actions Taken:

Grou Standard
Error of

DifferenceUB CS

a
Indeterminate/- 2.1% 0.9% 0.67. :

0 0.9% 3.1%

1-2 2.2% 16.4%

12 3-4 7.3% 16.6%

5-6 22.7% 28.5%

7 or more 64.8% 34.5%

Meanb/-
c/N-

6.86

1000

5.17

388

* 0.27

a
Indeterminate/- 4.4% 4.5% d/

0 2.9% 10.6%

1-2 12.2% 24.3%

11 3-4 25.6% 30.0%

5-6 31.7% 22.2%

7 or more 23.2% 8.2%

Meanb/-
ciN-

4.81

870

3.39

335

* 0.23

NOTE: Reported values were computed using weighted data, after balancing
and adjusting for instrument nonresponse, for that subset of llth
and 12th grade students eligible for BSQ administration and stating
plans to enter PSE. DP.ta presented in this table were obtained
from responses to item 38 of the BSQ. An asterisk (*) is used to
indicate a statistically significant (P < .05) difference.

a/
Indeterminate response represents complete item nonresponse, multiple

response, and inconsistent response.

b/
Computed for determinate responses only.

c/ Unweighted cell sizes.

d/
Standard errors were not computed for absolute differences less than

1 percent.
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Table 7.22

NUMBERS OF POSTSECONDARY INSTITUTIONS TO WHICH APPLICATIONS
WERE MADE BY UPWARD BOUND i.ARTICIPANTS AND COMPARISON STUDENTS

Number of
Applications Made

Group Stanrlard

Error of
DifferenceCS

a
Indeterminate/ 1.1% 0.4%

0
. 20.27 33.17

1 26.27 39.37 .

2 12.17 10.87

3 15.37 7.77

4 7.27 3.97

5 8.2% 3.3%

6 or more 9.7% 1.6%

Meanb/
c/N

2.26

980

1.26

383

* 0.25

NOTE: Reported values are computed using weighted data, after balancing
and adjusting for instrument nonresponses, for that subset of 12th
graders eligible for BSQ administration, stating plans for PSE
entry, and providing determinate response for item 38 of the BSQ.
Data presented in this table were obtained from nonresponses to
items 40 and 41 of the BSQ. An asterisk (*) is used to indicate
a statistically significant (P < .05) difference.

a/
Indeterminate response represents item nonresponse, multiple response,

and inconsistent response.

b/
Computed for determinate responses only.

c/
Unweighted cell sizes.
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Acceptance rates for the UB and CS groups are presented in Table 7.23.

Although the acceptance rate for the UB group is higher by almost 1C percent

than that for the CS group, the difference is not a statistically significant

one.

In summary, these data support the hypothesis that the UB program is

facilitating actions taken in preparation for PSE entry, including applica-

tion. Differences between the two groups in motivation to attend PSE,

discussed in the previous subsection, have been eliminated to some extent

by restricting these analyses to the subset of students planning PSE entry.

Because of the restriction to this subgroup, quantitative motivational

differences cannot provide a plausible alternative explanation of this

finding, although qualitative differences in degree of desire to attend PSE

may still exist. While preparatory actions and application rates are

higher in the UB group,-actual acceptance into PSE among_ those_students who

apply is not significantly greater for UB participants. The major function

of the UB program in this area, therefore, appears to be that of aid la the

-.:.nitiation of actions leading to admission rather than aid in gaining

admission once application has been made. It shonld be noted, however,

that the UB program is working with large proportions of "high risk" students.

The higher application rate among UB participants, would, therefore, likely

include among the group of UB applicants greater proportions of these high

risk students than among the CS applicants. If this is the case, then even

a similar acceptance rate for UB participants would suggest that the UB

program is facilitating PSE admission among those who apply. Moreover, the

time frame in which data relating to PSE admiszion were obtained (April and

May BSQ administrations) somewhat clouds the question of admission rates

among applicants. It is likely that some additional UB applicants and CS

applicants were accepted' during the late spring and summer for admission to

PSE for the following fall semester.

D. Availability and Adequacy of Financial Aid for PSE

Obtaining adequate financial aid is clearly a necessary condition for

poverty level students to attempt (much less succeed in) PSE. The UB

program is intended to assist participants in applying for and obtainii4
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Table 7.23

ACCEPTANCE INTO PSE OF UPWARD BOUND PARTICIPANTS
AND COMTARISON STUDENTS

Grou
Standard
Error of
DifferenceUB CS

Not Accepted

Accepted

a
Indeterminate/

b/N

17.8%

76.9%

5.3%

779

27.9%

68.9%

3.2%

237

5.9%

5.8

1.7

NOTE: Reported values were computed us5.ng weighted data after balancing
and adjust7.ag for instrument nonresponse for that subset of
twelfth graders eligible for BSQ administration and stating
application to one or more PSE institl;ttions. Data presente.d

in this table were obtained from nonresponses to item 42 of the
BSQ. None of the differences reported in thi table are statis-
tically significant (P < .05).

a/ Indeterminate response represents item nonresponse, multiple response,

and inconsistent response.

b/
Unweighted cell sizes.
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adequate financial aid packages. If this function of UB is being success-

fully effected, then UB participant; who have applied'to PSE institutions

should also apply for financial aid in greater proportions than the analogous

CS group members. Moreover, of those applying for aid, UB participants

would be expected to.obtain adequate aid in greater relative numbers.

Table 7.24 presents data pertaining to application for, offer of, and

perceived adequacy of financial aid for subgroups of the UB and CS respondents

to the BSQ. The percent of students applying for aid was computed only for

those students who indicated they had applied for PSE, so the percentages

reported do not reflect the greater application rate for the UB group.

Among those twelfth grade students applying to PSE, a much greater percent-

age of UB participants have applied for financial aid (slightly over half

of the CS subgroup but almost 90 percent of the UB subgroup).

Those twelfth grade BSQ respondents who reported applying for financial

aid were asked to report whether or not aid had been offered. As shown in

Table 7.24, the proportion of US aid applicants who reported offer of aid

was not significantly different from the comparable proportion of CS aid

applicants. It should be noted that indeterminate response rates (repre-

senting primarily item nonresponse) for this variable (item 45B of, the BSQ)

were quite high but aot differential between th-e UB and CS subgroups. If

one assumes that the distribution of the indeterminate responses among the

two response categories would be the same regardless of UB membership

status, then the finding of no difference would be maintained. Without

such an assumption, however, differential distribution of the nonrespondents

could produce results favoring either the UB or C aid applicants. Ii

should be pointed out that these res:its are time-point -lependent, since

data collection was in spring 1915. It is possible that substantial numbers

of either or both groups were !4ubsequent1y-offered aid.

Those twelfth graders reporting offer of aid in response to item 45B

of the BSQ were asked to evaluate the adequacy of the aid which had been

offered. Among this subset of BSQ respondents, significantly smaller

percentages of UB participants reported offer of inadequate aid than did

nonparticipants, as shown in Table 7.24. Indeterminate response rate,

while not different for the UB and CS subgroups, was again quite high, thus

attenuating these results.
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Table 7.24

APPLICATION FOR, OFFER OF, AND ADEQUACY OF FINANCIAL AID
FOR POSTSECONDARY EDUCATION BY UPWARD BOUND PARTICIPANTS

AND COMPARISON STUDENTS

Group Standard
Error of

DifferenceUB CS
I

Application for Aid:e.'

Has not applied 11.4% 46.8% * 5.3%

Has applied 87.7% 53.2% * 5.4%

Indeterminateb/-
d/N-

0.8%

738

0.0%

228

c/

Offer of Aid:-/

Has not been offered 16.8% 19.3% 7.1%

Has been offered 42.3% 43.2% ci

Indeterminateb/-
d/N-

40.9%

650

37.6%

111

9.0%

Adequacy of Aid Offered:--
f/

Not adequate 15.8% 35.7% * 9.0%

Adequate 47.4% 33.7% 7.1%

Indeterminateb/-
d/

14-

36.9%

291

30.6%

67

10.4%

NOTE: Reported values were computed using weighted data, after balancing
and adjusting for instrument nonresponse, for that subset of twelfth
graders eligible for BSQ administration. An asterisk (*) is used
to indicate a statistically significant (P < .05) difference.

a/
computed from responses to item 45 of BSQ for that subset of individuals

stating application to one or more PSE institutions.

b/
Indeterminate response reptesents item nonrespor.se, multiple response,

and inconsistent tesponse.

c/
Standard errors were not computed for absolute differences less than

1 percent.

d/
UnweightrA cell sizes.

e/
Compute.d from responses to item 45B and 48 of BSQ Vit-that subset of

individuals stating application for financial aid.

f/
Computed from responses to item 49 of BSQ for that subset of individuals

stating offer of financial aid.
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This same subgroup of BSQ respondents (twelfth graders reporting offer

of financial aid) wert, asked to report the dollar amounts of aid they had

been offered from that institution which they felt they would most likely

attend. The total aid package was to be reported separately for three

categories of aid (grants, loans, and work study). Table 7.25 reports the

average dollar amount reported for each of the categories by the UB and CS

subgroups and also indicates indeterminate response rates.29/ From Table

7.25, it can be seen that the subgroup differences in offered aid packages

approach statistical significance only in the area of grants, for which UB

participants report an average offer of over $500.00 more aid, Relatively

, high, though-nondifferential, indeterminate response rates again cloud the

issue.

The results presented in this subsection are attenuated, for the most

part, by high rates of indeterminate relponse. Moreover, the results

reported have been obtained on a rapidly shrinking data base, so that some

reported values are based on fewer than 50 cases. The increase in standard

errors associated with the statistics does account for the smaller number

of cases, but interpretation of observed differences between UB and CS

become more tenuous due to the fact that the equivalency between the total

UB and CS groups, obtained by balancing, deteriorates as one considers

smaller and smaller subsets of the data.

Even in light of the limitations imposed on these analyses, the pattern

of results presented in this subsection is consistent with the expectations

of one familiar with the program. The results indicate that proportionately

more UB applicants to PSE apply for financial aid than do comparable non-

participants and that while UB aid applicants do not receive offers of aid

in greater relative number3, they do receive offers of more adequate aid.

The greater adequacy of aid seems to come from offers of larger grants

29/
For these data, it was again the case that the large portion of inde-

terminate response represents item nonresponse, although a small percentage
represented out-of-range responses (e.g., a reported offer uf a grant for
$50,000.000). If a determinate dollar amount was reported for any of the
three aid categovies, an individual was assumed to have responded to this

even though the other responses were not given. In such cases, a
lack of response to some other aid category was assUmed to represent $0.00.
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Table 7.25

AMOUNT OF FINANCIAL AID FOR POSTSECONDARY EDUCATION
OFFERED FROM SELECTED SOURCES TO UPWARD BOUND

PARTICIPANTS AND COMPARISON STUDENTS

Source

Grou.
Standard
Error of
DifferenceUB CS

Grants

a
Indeterminate/

Meanb/

Standard Deviation
b/

21.1%

$1134.05

$1562.48

'18.3%

$ 621.52

$ 804.81

7.87

$263.40

Loans

a
Indeterminate/

Me
b/an

Standard Deviationb/

20.1

$ 370.00

$.549.01

26.8

$ 424.53

$ 658.58

8.4%

$140.50

Work Study

a
Indeterminate

/

Meanb/

Standard Deviation
b/

22.5%

$ 181.46

$ 308.51

18.3%

$ 76.81

$ 294.54

7.8%

$ 58.10

Cell Size 291 67

C

NOTE: Reported values were computed using weighted data, after balancing
and adjusting for instrument nonresponse, for that subset of
twelfth grade students eligible for BSQ administration and stating
offer of financial aid, Data presented in this table were
obtained from responses to item 50 of the BSQ. None of the
differences reported in this table are statistically significant
(P < .05).

a/ Percent of indeterminate responses, including complete item nonresponse,
multiple and out-of-range response, ani'. inconsistent response.

b/ Computed for determinate responses only.
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V. OTHER STUDENT OUTCOMES

In addition to the major objectives of the UB program, the program

encourages additional practices which suggest the importance of other stu-

deGt outcomes. Some of these outcomes were measured in this study and are

the subject of this section. As in the previous section, the student

outcome measures considered were obtained from and pertain to specific

subgroups of the total UB and CS samples.

A. Further Educational Outcomes for HS Dro outs

Although not a major goal, the UB program encourages attempts to

motivate HS dropouts to continue their ed- 'ation. This may be affected by

return to HS or through other channels such.as High School Equivalency

Education Programs (HSEEP). The short span'of data collection efforts

coupled with the sample definition allowed'.insufficient opportunity to

build dropout return into the general model of HS educational continuance.

Moreover, the student questionnaire (D/TQ) :.esigned to elicit information

regarding both UB and CS group HS dropouts was returned at such low rates

as to render almost useless any analyses of the scanty data collected.

Some information was available for HS dropouts, however, regarding

HSEEP entry and subsequent completion. These data are presented in Table

7.26. Larger proportions of UB dropouts than CS dropouts had entered some

HSEEP program, and proportionately more of the UB dropouts had received an

equivalency diploma by fall 1974. The differences between the UB and CS

groups were not, however, statist_cally significant.

D. Types of PSE Entered

Although the stated goal of the program regarding PSE entry does not

suggest any particular type of PSE, program philosophy (which was reflected

in the site visit reports and the physical location of st projects)

emphasize the importance of applying to and enrolling in 4-year colleges

or universities. This subsection addresses th emphasis.

Table 7.27 summarizes the responses of UB and CS group Members to an

item of the BSQ which requested information concerning the types of PSE
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Table 7.26

PARTICIPATION OF UPWARD BOUND AND COMPARISON GROUP
HIGH SCHOOL DROPOUTS IN-HIGH SCHOOL EQUIVALENCY

EDUCATION PROGRAMS (HSEEP)

a/
Participation Status in HSEEP

Group
Standard
Error of

DifferenceUB CS

Entered some form of HSEEP
since leaving high school 50.1% 37.7% 7.5%

Received HS equivalency diploma 32.6% 26.9% 8.4%

Number of cases (unweighted)

1'

261 202

NOTE: Reported percentages were computed using weighted data, after
balancing within and over grade level and correcting for fall
1974 subsampling, for that subset of group members classified
as high school dropouts. None of the differences reported in
this table are statistically significant.

aj
For purposes of these analyses, indeterminate responses are assumed

not to have participated in HS equivalency programs.
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Table 7.27

PERCENTAGES OF UPWARD BOUND PARTICIPANTS AND COMPARISON
STUDENTS APPLYING TO SPECIFIC TYPES OF PSE INSTITUTIONS

a/
Institution Type

Group
Standard
Error of

DifferenceUB CS

Public Vocational/Technical/
Business School

Private Vocational/Technical/
Business School

Public 2-Year CollegL

Private 2-Year College

Public 4-Year College

Private 4-Year College

28.2%

8.5%

24.9%

7.8%

72.8%

37.7%

47.2%

8.9%

27.6%

7.7%

54.9%

16.6%

* 6.7%

b/

4.0%

b/

* 49%

* 5.0%

Number of Cases (unweighted) 779 237

NOTE: Reported values were computed using weighted data, after balancing
and adjusting for instr-ment nonresponse, for that subset of tweJfth
graders eligible for BSQ administration and stating application to
one or more PSE institutions. Data presented in this table were
obtained from responses to item 44 of the BSQ. For purposes of
these computations, indeterminate responses (accounting for 7
cases and 2 cases for UB and CS respectively and for 1 percent and
0.2 percent of weighted totals within the respective groups) were
considered as not having applied to any of the categories of PSE.
An asterisk (*) is used to indicate a statistically significant
(P < .05) difference.

el
Application to pne type of institution does not preclude application

to another type so that percentages are not constrained to sum to 100.

b/
Standard errors were not computed for absolute differences less than

1 percent.
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institutions to which students had made application for admission. The

percentages reported were computed only for that subset of twelfth grade

BSQ respondents who had indicated application to one or more PSE institu-

tions. As seen in the fable, a significantly greater proportion of UB

participants applied to 4-year colleges tnezt did their CS cohorts.

Conversely, a significantly smaller proportion of UB students had applied

to public vocational, technical, and business schools.

Table 7.28 indicates the type of PSE institutions in which UB and CS

group members actually enrolled. The peroentages reported in Table 7.28

are based on the subset of UB and CS group members who indicated that they

had attended some form of PSE during or prior to fall 1974. A substantially

and significantly greater proportion of tilt.. JB subgroup had enrolled in

4-year colleges or universities, while a significantly smaller proportion

of the UB subgroup had enrolled in 2-year colleges and certain types of

other training schools (i.e., vocational, trade, bul:mess, etc.). Thus, in

both application and enrollment, the UB participants reflect the emphasis

on placement in 4-year colleges or universities.

VI. SU/R4ARY

The analyses presenteci in this chapter have been directed toward

comparative student outcomes for UB participants and a statistically balanced

CS group. The results are quiv.e consistent in support of a major central

theme: namely, for most outcomes relating to PSE, the UB group differs

substantially from the CS group, but for other outcomes the groups do

nct differ. With few exceptions, this theme is pervasive, eveu for results

that may be attenuated due to excessive or differential proportions of

indeterminate data.

UB participants show 3reater motivation for PSE entry and for occupa-

tions requiring higher levels of.education. They take more preliminary

actions in preparation for PSE; they apply to and enter PSE institutions

with greater relative frequency; they apply for financial aid in greater

relative numbers; and the aid packages which they are offered are more

adequate. Although tht, ::SE entry rate is greater for UB participants, this
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Table 7.28

TYPES OF POSTSECONdARY EILICATION INSTITFLTICNS ENTERED BY
UPWARD BOUND PARTICIPANTS AND COMPARISON STUDENTS

_

Type of PSE Institution

a
Percentage Attending-

Standard
Error of
DifferenceUB CS

Vocational, trade, business, or
other career training school
not reciOring a high school

3.3% 8.0% 2.8%diploma-

Vocational, trade, business, or
other career training school
requirip a high school
diploma-2 4.8% 16.3% * 3.9%

Junior college or community
college (2-year) 17.2% 31.3% * 5.8%

Four-year college or university 75.7% 45.1% * 5.2%

Number of Cases (unweighted) 832 252

NOTE: Reported values were computed using weighted data, after balancing
and correcting for fall 1974 subsampling on the s'.2bset of students
classified as attending or having attended some PSE institution in
fall 1974. An asterisk (*) is.used to indicate a statistical
significant (P < .05) difference.

a/
For purposes of these computations, indeterminate-responses (accounting

for eight cases in the UB group and one case in the CS group--1 percent and
0.6 percent of the unweighted within group totals, respectively) were con-
siderf?.d as not having entered. As a result of this data treatment and the
fact that an individual may have attended more than one of the specified
types of PSE-institutions (or some other type of institution), percentages
are not.constrained to add to 100 percent over PSE type.

b/
Percent attending vocational/technical schools is closely approximated

by adding percents for the two subclassifications presented, .since overlap
(attendance at both types of institutions) occurred only once in the UB group
ane once in the CS group.
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may be due more to the higher application rate, since acceptance rates

among those who apply are nc greater for the UB group. Further, although

thz. aid packages offered to UB participants are seen as more adequate,

there is no Evidence that UB participants who apply for financial aid are

offered aid at any higher rate than nonparticipant aid applicants.

The type of PSE institution to which UB participants apply (73 percent),

and enter (76 percent), in greatest numbers is the 4-year institution.

Application to and entry into this type of institution is almost double the

rate of the CS group. Given the typically greater selectivity and cost of

this type of in-:titution, the higher PSE entry rates are more impressive

but the larger financial aid packages are less impressive. The results are

quite compatible with what one might expect from a UB project situated at

a four-year college, emphasizing the importance of PSE entry, providing

paid visits to other colleges, providing counseling and other assistance in

applying for admission and financial aid, and having solid contacts with

admission and financial aid officers at several PSE institutions.

Given equalization (by design and statistical adjustment) of the group

on important preprocess variables, the small number of observed statis-

tically significant differences betwt.en the groups on uncontrolled pre-

process and extraprocesE variables, the virtual lack of practically

significant differences on those same variables, and no observed differen-

tial response bias on the part of the two groups, there seem to be only two

plausible explanations for differences in PSE outcomes of the magnitude

observed in this chapter. Either the program is facilitating PSE outcomes

for participants, or students are selected for program participation,

explicitly or implicitly, on the basis of some characteristic that is

highly related to PSE outcomes. One such characteristic may be high moti-

vation for educational continuance beyond high school. It was observed

that UB.participants plan and expect to attend PSE in greater proportions

and for longer periods than the CS group. This greater motivation for edu-

cation continuance after high school.should be directly related to the

higher incidence of PSE entry in the UB group. The question remains,

however, as to whether this motivation was affected by the UB program.

There is simply not enough available information from this study to

373
7.66



definitively determine whether the UB program was instrumental in raising

participants' motivation to attend PSE or whether selection into the program

is based to some extent on already extant motivation (although site visit

observations and interviews did indicate that some projects recruited

students on the basis of existing motivation for PSE enrollment).

The data do support an hypothesis that the UB program is facilitatin:;

actions taken in preparation for PSE entry, including applicat!on. Dif-

ferences between the two groups in motiv7ktion to attend ?SE were reduced to

some extent by restricing the analysis to the subset of students planning

PSE entry. Because of this restriction, quantitative motivational differ-

ences cannot provide a plausible alternative explanation of this finding,

altho....gh qualitative differences in degree of desire to attend PSE may

still exist. While preparatory actions and application are higher in

the UB group, actual acceptance into PSE among those students who apply is

not significantly greater for UB participants, The major function of the

UB program in this area, therefore, appears to be that of aid in the ini-

tiation of actions leading to admission rather than aid in gaining admission

once application 11.rs been made. It should be pointed out again, however,

that the UB program is working with large proportions of "high risk" students.

The higher application rate among UB participants would, therefore, likely

include among the group of UB applicants greater proportions of these high

risk students than among the CS applicants. If this is the case, then even

a similar acceptance rate for UB,participants would suggest that the UB

program is facilitating PSE admission am.:2ng those who apply.

There is however, littl evidence to indicate that the UB ro ram

is instru,sental in increasing HS retention among_karticipants. For one

group of participants (tenth graders), participation in the program does

appear to be related to reduced full-year dropoui: rates; however, this doeci

not imply that higher retention rates among tenth graders would be reajize(i

by all projects were they to enroll tenth graders. Recalling that few UB

projects enrolled tenth graders in substantial numbers, it follows that a

large proportion of the tenth grade UB participants come from a small

proportion of the UB projects. Success with HS continuance of tenth graders
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may be due, therefore, to practices unique to those projects recruiting

large numbers of tenth grade (or younger) students.

There is some indication that the UB program_may be facilitating.

potential SUCCESS in_PSE. Although definition and measurement problems do

not allow examination of skills and motivation that are necessary_ for PSE

success, some measures of academic skills and some cImponents of motivation

were examined. In terms of increased HS GPA, proportion of academic courses

taken, or proportion of advanced courses taken, there is no indication of

any relationships to UB participation for the gain employed in

this study. There is, however, ev:!.deuce that UB part_ _tuts reeive

larger and more adequate financial aid packages, which Should facilitate

their success in PSE. Further, higher levels of desires and expections for

entry into, and further continuance in, PSE are observed among the 7.113

participants, although this cannot .be directly attributed to participation

in the program. In some cases, these findings were attenuated by a large

percentage of indeterminate data and/or a small number of case. Further,

the particular measureS used for this avaluation may be questioqed. Thus a

.true evaluation of the third major objective cannot be made from the data

,.of the current study. The overall thrust of the results would, however,

indicate that the UB program is providing services that facilitate success

in PSE.
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Chapter 8

Student Outcomes as Related to Pro ect Characteristics

I. GENERAL

In the previous chapter, student outcomes for UB participants Were

examined at a national program level. The natural vestion arises (quite

independent of the previous comparisons of the UB and CS groups) as to

whether certain project characteristics are related to dIffntial UB

participant outcomes. That is, are certain structural and/or functional

characteristics of projects associated with "more desirable" or "less

desirable" student olitcomes? An examination of this basic question is the

focus of this chapter.

Obviously, UB projects can be classified according to certain input

and process variables; in Chapter 5, characteristics of the UB projects

were examined, and a considerable extent of variation among proieets was

indicated along several structural and functional dimensions. ihere are

projects that st.dect primarily black participants and others that direct

their efforts toward Mexican-Americans or Native Americans. Similarly,

there are projects operating within the environment of a-2-year PSE insti-

tution and others operating at 4-year institutions. Functional process

differences also exist, with some projects rrA7).re hEavily emphasizing remedial

academic instruction and others with a greater emphasis on personal growth.

Of greater interest, however, is a classifiaation (or set of classifications)

of projects in terms of output (for purposes %...f this chapter, output will

be defined in termt of the student outcome ,7f;'_amined in Chapter 7). Given

that UB participantsenter PSE at much highez rates than the CS group, are

some projects characterized by very high PSE entry rates and others by very

low rates, or do all projects maintain a more or less equivalent. rate?

This question was not addressed in Chapter 7; and if, in fact such variation

exists among projects, then an examination of .the nature of-the variation

as a function of other project characteristics is possible.
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The question addressed in this chapter is a sensitive one, invplving

implications of differential effectiveness of UB projects. There is every

reason to expect that projects differ in terms of their effectiveuess as

measured by student outcomes; only the extent of the variability is in

question. It is also quite logical to assume that there are reasons why

some project< are more effective than others. It should be pointed out,

however, that the variability in effectiveness is relative variation. The

absolute magnitude of the variation, or deviations, of UB projects from

some absolute base is not the major focus of these analyses. Rather, any

existing variation will be examined and attempts will be made to identify

its sources.

The analyses used to address these questions were conducted in the

spirit of relational analysis. Significant contribt_ions of an "inde-

pendent," "predictor," or "discriminatory" variable in 1 statistical model

in no way suggests that changes in the variable in question causes the

dependent variable to change. Findings from such exploratory analyses

should not be used indiscriminately to alter programs but rather should be

furtber examined in planned variation studies that follow the logic of'

experimental or quasi-experimental design (from which cauration may be

logically inferred). The analyses.should be considered exploratory for two

major reasons: first, the program characteristic or function variables as

well as the student outcomes are based on questionnaire data that are subject

to reporting error and,biaees; second, not- enough is known about the UB

program to test well-defined models of the UB process. It should also be

noted that the major goal of this study was to examine the overall impact

of UB and not to evaluate specific Upward Bound strategies. In order to

conduct a comprehensive evaluation of the impact of program factors within

UB, measures of UB program functions and processes should be based upon

comprehensive and detailed measures and observations of program tunctioning

by trained unbiased observers. The measures in the present study are not

as comprehensive, detailed, or unbiased as those measures typica2ly used in

program evaluation. However, some measures are available from project

level questionnaires which attempt to measure at a gros level some UB

processes that might be relevant to the successful operation.
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There are several alternative ways of seeking answers to these ques-

tions, and the present chapter presents the results of one such approach.

Given the joint constraints of data, time, and funds, the plan adopted is

considered to be near optimal. Since the approach differs both concep-

tually and methodologically from previous analysis, considerable preliminary

explanation seems warrauted. For that reason this introductory section

will constitute a rather lengthy departure from the presentation of analysis

results. It is felt, however, that a basic understanding of the concepts

guiding and contributing to these analyses is extremely important to the

understanding and interpretation of specific results.

A. Basic Approach to Analysis

Several interrelated decisions (involving considerations of data

quality and availability, time and budget constraints, statistical appro-

priateness, ease of presenting results, and generalizability of results)

guided the choice of an approach to analysis of project variation. The

final choice was between two basically different'approaches, reflecting

two different philosophies of data analysis. On the one hand, the data

could be used to calculate national parameter estimates with all analyses

weighted and adjusted. This would require computation of appropriate

standard errors for the estimates which would compensate for the differential

selection probabilities and other effects of the complex sample design.

The other approach is that of considering only the 54 projects sampled and

making no attempt to g .eralize beyond these 54 projects. Concomitant with

these two approaches to data analysis are two differing points of view

regarding the thrust of the tesults. In providing national estimates, the

analyses would reflect the classical estimation and hypotheses-testing

philosophy--identiZying project characteristics that: are significantly

related to student outcome mek4ures on a national level. The other approach
reflects an hypothesis-genet, philosophy--examining the sample data for

patterns and relationships am -.ising obtained results to generate hypotheses

that would be subject to test in subsequent studies.

The procedure chosen was primarily an hypothesis-generatl-g approach.
There are veral reasons for relying so heavily on the hypothesis-gener-

ating philosophy. First, the study design was more appropriate for testing
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hypotheses concernjng the maidr analysis questions of national program

evaluation than for testing for differential program effectiveness. Due

to this emphasis, the sampling plan was devcdoped to produce more precise

e: ..lates of student parameters than of project parameters. Second, the

dep,li of analysis that could be performea for a national perspective was

considerably more limited than that which could be'achieved when exi..lining

only the sample data.
1/

Third, due to the extremely large number of poten-

tial variables, and the limited number of cases (a maximum of 54 projects),

the analyses progressed through a sequence of steps, with resort to post

hoc methods and data dependent analysis techniques. For these reasons, the

analyses presented in this chapter were conducted using unweighted data.

The tradeoff made as a result of accepting the hypothesis-generating

approach is that the results do not necessarily generalize to the popula-

tion of UB projects.
2./

B. Data Aggregation

As indicated above, the aim of this set of analyses is to explore the

possibility of relationships among UB input, process, and output variables.

Given the nature of UB, the program-rel./ed processes operate on UB students

at the project level; hence, the unit of analysis for this chapter is the

project, which provides the most meaningful and interpretable analytic

base. In order to organize the data base for a project-orieated analysis,

several preliminary procedures were necessary. In general, the approach

was to produce a single measure at the individual project level for each

attribute of input, process, and output considered. This was accompli,hed

by project level aggregation of student data and staff data; in the latter

case, aggregation within and across staff category was possible. The

resulting manipulations produced a data base of 54 observations (projects)

1/
The more powerful--and more appropriate--multivariate techniques used

in this chapter can be used in the hypothesis testing approach, but with
the samOle design employed in this study, computation of appropriate stand-
ard errors is extremely expensive in both time and money. Without such
standard errors, however, resultant estimates could be misleading .,..ven

though they would be statistically unbiased.

2/
One set of analyses, involving a multiple regression approach to the

relationship between input, process, and output variables (see section III),
does include an investigation of the us,-: of samplingweights and estimates
of design effects i'zfluencing the .1tIllard error of various estimates.
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on a set of variables covering student preprocess measures (project input),

project s_ructure and function (project process), and student outcome

measures (project output).

There were two aggregation processes--combining d-ta provided by

.staff and combining data proTided by students. In each i_ase, the aim was .

to incorporate equivalent data elements, available from different individ-

uals within a project, to a single aggregate value of that data element at

the project level. The staff data were collected from three sources--

project directors, counselors, and instructors. For each project there was

one director, typically several counselors and instructors, and from 0 to

174 students. Table 8.1 presents the distribution of sam g. sizes and

response rates, by project, for the three staff catesories and students.

This table indicates the maximum number of cases available for aggregation

of any variable. For any given variable, however, these numbers were

reduced due to.elimination of variables containing indeterminate responses

(item nom:esponse, multiple responses, or inconsistent response).

The aggregation procedure for the staff data involved either one or

two steps, depending on the variable considered. The first step was an

aggregation within staff category (for those staff categories with more

than one possible respondent). For any given variable, this step involved

computing an average value based on the ayailable valid responses of all

counselors or all instructors from a given project.-3/ This process provides

a single average item value within each staff category for each project.4/

3/
Note that the directors required no aggregation since there was only

one possible respondent per project. For counselors or instructors, if
all responses within the staff category were indeterminate (e.g., if all
counSelors from a project failed to respond to some item), then the project
aggregate value of the variable for that staff position was also indetermi-
nate. If only one staff member, of those responding, had provided a deter-
minate response for a given item, then the project aggregate item value for
that staff category mirrored that single response.

4/
As discussed in Chapter 5, an attempt was made to produce an index of

variability as well as an average value for each item. Due to the fact
that only one counselor responded for sev2ral projects and that there were
relatively high levels of item nonresponse among both counselors and instruc-
tors, the variability index was inappropriate for many items and projects
and was, therefore, not analyzed.
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Table 3.1

SAMPLE SUES AND RESPONSE RATES FOR US PROJECTS

Project
Number

Directors Counsel.prs Instructurs Students

Eesmonded Sammlad Responde. Sam led 1.;.:sranded Sampled
,a/ ,Raspondea- Sampled

1 1 1 1 3 1 3 68 75
2 .1--"--------1-----' 3 3 3 3 62 63
3 A 1 1 1 2 5 53 , 64
4 1. 1 0 0 5 6 100 -104
3 0 1 1 2 2 4 56 81
6 1 1 2 2 1 4 79 83
7 1 1 3 3 2 3 108 113
8 1 1 1 1 4 5 122 133
9 1 1 2 2 4 4 69 76

10 1 1 2 3 2 3 64 72
11 1 1 1 2 1 4 38 39
12 1 1 I 1 3 3 37 38
13 1 1 1 2 4 4 62 65
14 ,

1 2 2 3 4 72 81
15 1 1 ,- 2 4 4 76 84
16 1 1 1 1 , 5 50 52
17 1 1 3 3 3 3 17 18
18 1 1 2 2 4 4 62 66
19 1 1 2 2 4 4 65 67
20 1 -1 1 1 3 3 47 48
21 1 1 2 2 4 4 91 97
22 1 1 2 2 2 2 25 26
23 1 1 2 2 4 4 120 125
24 1 1 1 2 3 4 95 101
25 1 1 2 2 1 4 164 174
26 1 1 2 / 2 4 90 94
27 1 1 2 2 3 4 31 40
28 1 1 2 2 4 4 66 74

29 1. 1 2 2 4 4 58 GO
30 1 1 / 1 4 . 4 63 69
31 1 1 1 1 4 5 70 75
32 1 1 3 4 1 2 47 47
33 1 1 1 2 1 4 6' 68
34 1 1 1 1 2 5 83 az,
35 0 1 1 2 1 4 66 75

3o 0 1 0 2 4 38 53
37 1 1 2 1 4 34 40
28 1 1 2 2 3 52 55
39 1 1 ,- 2 4 46 49
40 0 1 1 2 3 . 71 77
41 1 ,- 1 1 4 5 46 50
42 1 1 4 4 1 2 69 70
43 1 1 1 2 2 4 77 79
44 0 1 0 0 2 3 34 37
43 . 1 a. 1 / 1 4 113 115
46 1 1 0 0 , ._ 6 32 40
47 1 1 2 2 3 4 44 53
48 1 1 1 2 3 4 39 42
49 1 '1 1 1 3 5 0 0

50 . 0 1 1 2 3 4 68 70

51 1 1 1 1 5 5 118 125
52 1 1 ,_ 2 2 4 59 62
33 1 1 3 3 1 1 32 32

54 1 1 1 4 2 2 27 29

NOTh 2roject 49 mas a new project and at ths time of the survey it had no students
in the appropriate grades.

.=-11 Returned at least one of the varius student questionnaires.
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The various meEns are based on differing numbers of cases depending upon

the number of staff sampled, the number responding, and the item response

rates involved for a given variable5/.

Given the three staff category aggregates, a second step was taken

for variables common to all three staff questionnaires (see Chapter 2,

subsection VII.D), involving the combination of data across the staff

categories. Equal weighting of the responses from each staff category

(regardless of the differing number of individuals in the separate cate-

gories) insured that these over-staff aggregates would reflect each staff

2osition equally. Hence, a simple average was computd of the available

within-staff aggregates. If the aggregate value for a given staff position

was indeterminate, then that staff category did not contribute to the over-

staff aggregate. It can be seen that in extreme eases it was possible for

the over-staff aggregate to be based on the response of only one staff

member for some variables.
6./

The aggregation of the student data involved a much simpler process.

A weighted .:ean was computed for each project based on the valid student

data for that project. Indeterminate data were ignored in these computa-

tions but weight adjustments were made, if required, to compensate for

the fall 1974 subsampling.
2/

The number of cases availab,e for comr-ting

this mean varied as a function of the size of the project and availability

of determinate data.

C. Varilble Selection

Several criteria were used to determine which variables were to be

selected for these analyses. Variables were chosen to provide measures in

three areas: (1) preprocess status of students, (2) project acLivities,

procedures, and characteristics, and (3) student outcomes. Measures within

Discussion of the distribution of smme of these staff aggregates has
been presented in Chapter 5, section III.

6/
Those few variables, for which this extreme situation arose, were

not used in subsequent analysis.

7/
The weight adjustments performed were analogous to those described

in Chapter 7 involl--ing a distribution of the weight of a nonsampled indi-
vidual to those other individuals in the same project most like him. See
Appendix F for a more.detailed discussion of weight adjustment.
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these areas were selected on the basis of face validity, variability,

stability, andrextent of indeterminate data. In other words, measur,- were

sought that reflected important attributes of the UB process (e.g.. _ad of

instruction) or that were obvious candidates for outcome indices or for

control of differences in initial selection of UB students (e.g., ninth

srade GPA). Additionally, the measures were examined for within-project

and betwee:-project variability. Measures having little within project

variabilit:2 and high between project variability were preferred. Finally,

the rate of indeLc7r7ainate data was considered, and if this rate was high

for a given data element, then that element was not included.

The selected preprocess measures are listed in Table 8.2 (see Chapter 7,

section I). The table provides, for each variable, descriptive statistics

for the distribution over projects of the availability of data for the

variable as well as for the distribution of the project aggregate value of

the variable. The data availability rate distributions indicate that, in

general, the amount of indetermjnate data on a project-by-project basis is

relatively low. The worst case is for ninth grade GPA, for which determi-

nate data were available for only 17 percent of the students at two projects.

The distributions of the project aggregates show reasonable variation and

symmetry.

Table 8.3 lists the student outcc,.712 measures that were selected (see

Chapter 7, section I), with an in-cation of the variability over projects

of data availability and value of the outcome measures. Since the output

measures are most ceatral to th..?. analyses, the full distributions of pro-lects

for the seven outcome measures are also presented in Tables 8.4 through

8.6. The project-by-project data availability rates are not as high as

those obtained for the preprocess measures. Specifically, for the two

acad,mic change measures the average project data availability rate is

fairLi low, between 47 and 56 percent. The major factor leading to these

low Cate availability rates was lack of current year academic information

in the UB files (see Chapter 7, subsection IV.A). The lack of data for the

fall-to-fall HS continuance/completion rates and PSE entry rates reflects,

primarily, those students who were not selected during the fall 1974 Sub-

sampling procedure. The potential eff-, of the sizeable amount of
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Table 8.4

FREQULNCY DISTRIBUTIONS OF PROJECTS ON FIVE STUDENT OUTCOME MEASURES

Proportion

Outcome Measure

Fall-to-Fall
HS

a/
Continuance-

Twelfth-
Graders
EnteEng
PSE-

PSE
Entiants in
Vocationq//
Technical--

PSE
Entrants
in 2-Yegy
Co lle:e-

PSE
Entrants
in 4-Yeay
Co lle:e2-

.95, to 1.00 17 1 4

.90 to .94 18 2

.85 to .89 10 3 9

.80 to .84 2 7 1 10

.75 to .79 3 6 8

.70 to .74 1 4 2

.65 to .69 1 9 2

.60 to .64 5 2

.55 to .59 3 1 2

.50 to .54 1 2

.45 to .49 1 2 1

.40 to .44 5 3 1

.35 to .39 1 1 1 3

.30 to .34 1 1 3 1

.25 to .29. 1 2 1

.20 to .24 1 ?

.15 to .19 1 4 10 1

.10 to .14 7 11

.05 to .09 1 14 6

.00 to .04 72 13 2

Data Unavailabld/e- 1 2 2 2 ',

Total 54 54 54 54 54

NOTE: All of the outcome measures reported in this table are based on within-
project proportions of students.

a/
Based on all project participants for whom data were available.

b/
Based on all twelfth grade project participants for whcm data were available.

c/
Based on all project participants entering PSE for whom data were available.

d/
There was one project with no students and one project with no seniors, which

account for unavailable data.
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indeterminate data for these variables was further investigated. It was

found that the percent responding in a given project was not systematically

related to the computed aggregate value of the process and preprocess

variables for any of the output measures. Even though no relationship was

found, it should still be kept in mind that for some projects the project

aggregate is based on less than half the students.8/ Any systematic factors

causing nonresponse within a project will be reflected as bias in the

analyses.

Independent of response rates, several points may be observed con-

cerning the distributions of the output variables. First, there is mean-

ingful variation among projects on most of these measures; for example,

the range in PSE entry rates is from .08 to 1.00. Only the fall-to-fall

continuance/completion rate and vocational/technical school entry rate

show marginal variability. While the absolute range for these variables

is fairly wide, the great bulk of the projects fall in a very narrow band;

the extreme base rates for these variables tends to limit variation. The

distributions of the two academic change scores have means near zero, but

there is a reasonable distribution of projects over the entire range of

scores. In summary, these outcome measures seem to reflect relatively

large differences in output between projects and show promise as a means of

sorting projects.

Another set of variables to be considered are those dealing with the

UB process. Basically, there are two categories of variables that pertain

to this set of variaKes--staff characteristics and program characteristics.

The set of staff characteristics was limited to a few areas that provide

similar measures over the three staff categories (e.g., staff experience).

The measures of program characteristics were limited to those measures for

which data were common to the responses from staff members in all three

staff categories (see Chapter 2, subsection VII.D).

8/
The student aggregates within a project were computed using weighted

data, and adjustments were made for nonresponse due to the fall 1974 sub-
sampling. But the tacit assumption exists that nonrespondents would have
responded in a fashion similar to the respondents most like them.
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Beyond the desire to collect input from all staff categories, the

problem of missing data constrained variable selection to some extent. The

relational analyses planned for this chapter are quite sensitive to missing

data. For some of the planned analyses, projects with missing data on only

one of a large set of variables would have been removed from the analysis.

In light of the relatively small number of initial analysis units (54), it

was considered better analytic practice to instead eliminate the variables

with large amounts of missing data. This decision greatly restricted the

selection of variables related to only one staff category, especially among

project directors, where there was only one possible respondent per project.

The selected process measures are listed in Table 8.7. They deal with

(1) staff characteristics--training, experience, attitudes, and interpersonal

relationships, and (2) project procedures--activities, functions, and types

of instruction. Given the constraints on variable selection listed above,

this set of variables still provides an adequate summary of the basic

activities and staff attitudes that exist within a project. If differences

exist in basic style of operation between projects, then this set of measures

should reflect those differences.

A final Get of project characteristics available for the analyses

presented in this chapter are.the indices of project groupings that were

established in defining the sampling frame for the study. At the time of

sample frame construction, certain project characteristics were suspected,

a_priori, to be related to student outcomes. Information was therefore

collected on several specific project dimensions prior to drawing the

project sample. Six of these dimensions were selected to form a prioll

clusters of projects. Table 8.8 lists these measures and the project

categories defined by each measure; Appendix B provides more detail about

the collection of these data and derivation of the categories. Each dimen-

sion defines from two to five clusters of projects. It should be noted

that these project classifications do reflect structural and functional

project attributes in a general sense, but some reflect more the character-

istics of the students served by the project.

One final project attribute used in the analyses reported in this chapter

was project size. This attribute was determined directly by the number of

eligible students in the project as of fall 1973 (given in Table 8.1).
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Table 8.5

A PRIORI PROJECT GROUPINGS

A

Project Classified-lion
Dimension Cate:ories

Number of Projects
in Each Cate:or

Type of Sponsor 2-Year College
4-Year College
Other

6

46
2

Location of Target
Population

City
Area within City
Rural
City and Rural
Other

6

8

8

28
4

Racial Comp(gsition
of Project2f

Predominantly Black (80%+)
Black and White
Indian
Spanish-speaking
Other

15
13
8

15
2

Length of Project
Operation

Less than 2 Years
2 Years
3 or More Years
Indeterminate

10
8

34
2

Project Emphasis Academic Skill
Personal Development
Combination
Other

26
6

19
3

Extent of Coordination
with Other Programs
for the Disadvantaged

No Coordination
Some Coordination

24
30

a/
Categorization of projects is determined as follows: predominantly black

means 90 percent or more black; black and white means both black and white
membership greater than 10 percent, but no other racial group greater than
10 percent; Indian means greater than 10 percent Native American; Spanish-
speaking means Puerto Rican or Mexican American greater than 10 percent but
Indian less than 10 percent; other includes all other.
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D. Description of Statistical Methods

The approach co analysis taken in this chapter differs considerably

from that of previous chapters, both conceptually and methodologically.

The purpose of this subsection is to provide the reader.with a basic feel

for the nature of the various statistical techniques used. Emphasis in

this chapter shifts from that of examining each of several variables or

questionnaire items separately (univariate analysis) to that of considering

a set of variables simultaneously (multivariate analysis). The description

of the multivariate methods will be extremely general, and will not provide

a substantive know1edi5e of the statistical details of these methods (which

could oni/ be gained from a more extensive discussion). The techniques

are, however, discussed in greater detail in Appendix G and supplemental

references are provided. Such general descriptions of complex statistical

techniques, without introduction of appropriate Idathematical conventions,

are inherently subject to some misinterpretation. For this reason, the

reader is encouraged to consult Appendix G, or some other more complete

presentation of the techniques. 9/

All of the techniques described in this subsection may be used either

descriptively or inferentially (i.e., either describing the relationships

existing for a given set of data or inferring some relationshiP that may

exist in the population from which the set of data has been drawn). Due to

the exploratory nature of the questions addressed in this chapter, a descrip-

tive approach is dictated (as previously discussed in subsection I.A).

1. Factor AnalysislY

Factor analysis is a method for analyzing data whereby the

underlying structure or pattern of relationships among multivariate

21 For a more detailed, but still basic, discussion of the statistical
techniques used in this chapter, refer to: Nunnally, J. Psychometric
Theory. New York: McGraw-Hill, 1967.

1--0- / For a nontechnical introduction to factor analyses, see: Rummel, R. J.,
Aulied Factor Analysis. Evanston, Illinois: Northwestern University Press,
1970. For a description of the actual computational procedures used, see:
Nie, N. H., et al. Statistical Packa e for the Social Sciences (2nd edition).
New York: McGraw-Hill, 1970.
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data may be examined and assessed. Given the observed patterns of

variation and covariation (correlation) among a set of variables,'

factor-analytic techniques allow for the identification of underlying

factors, components, or dimensions which may explain the obseved

relationships. The basic characteristic of such techniques is that of

data reduction, in that one seeks a relatively small set of common factors

which adequately explain a substantial proportion cf the variation and

covariation of a much larger set of empirical measures. While factor

analysis is historically associated with exploratory analyses (i.e.,

the identification of theoretical constructs underlying manifest
11/behavioral measures), other applications of the method have developed.

Within the framework of this study, factor-analytic techniques have

been used as a measurement tool, to construct, from existing data, a

few meaningful composite indices for use in subsequent analysis.

Thus, many responses have been sumnarized bya few indices with,

hopefully, little loss in meaning or explanatory power.
12/

2. Cluster Analysis--

Clustering may be generally defined as a technique whereby

objects (or events) are categorized into groups (clusters) on the

basis of their empirical attributes. (Although the attributes or

variables may also be clustered, the present discussion will not

address such an application of clustering.) While there are many

functions of the attributes'which could be used in clustering, a

commonly used criterion is that of similarity. That is, given a set

of objects and a set of measures defined on th attributes of those

objects, clustering techniques allow one to establish two or more

11/
Factor analysis was initially employed in the area of identifying the

underlying "mental" factors which might explain variability of and;-coVari-
ability among the scores of diverse ability and aptitude measures%:--

12/
For an introductory discussion of clustering techniques, refer-to:

Overall, J. E. and Klett, C. J. Applied Multivariate Analysis. New York:
McGraw-Hill, 1970. For a description of the actual computation procedures
used, see: Levinsohn, J. R. and Funk, S. G. Cluster: A Hierarchical
Clustering Pro ram for Lar e Data Sets. L. L. Thurstone Psychometric
Laboratory, Research Memorandum No. 40. Chapel Hill, N.C.: University
of North Carolina, February 1974.
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empirically homogenous groups (i.e., the similarity of members within

a group is greater than that of the group members to members of some

other group).

The clustering problem is one of two major types of problems

addressed by profile analysis techniques. Specifically, the problem

in clustering is that of establishing groups of objects that are

similar, when no revious classification as to zrou p membership is

available (i.e., the empirical determination of similar groups on the

basis of available measures). Dther major types of profile analysis

address the question of differentiation among known groups on the

basis of available measures. One such technique, discriminant .inalysis,

is discussed in the following subsection.

3. Discriminant Ana1ysis13/--

Discriminant analysis is a technique which allows maximum dis-

tinguishability (discrimination) between two or more predefined

groups on the basis of a predetermined set of measures.

The technique produces the weights necessary for those linear combi-

nations of the measutes which define the dimensions14/-- on which the

groups are as statistically distinct as possible. While none of the

original variables, when taken singly, may differentiate greatly

between the groups, it is often possible to determine one or more

linear combinations of these variables which easily allow one to tell

the groups apart. The defined linear combinations resulting from the

analysjs are called discriminant functiona.

Once the discriminant functions have been determined, statistical

tests are available to determine the relative degree of group differ-

entiation that has been obtained. Moreover, it is possible, on the

basis of the discriminant function (and other information such as the

prior probabilities of group membership) to classify a new object

13/
For a more technical discussion of Discriminant analysis, refer to:

Overall, J. E. and Klett, C. J. Ap2lied Multivariate Analysis. New York:
McGraw-Hill, 1970.

14/
The maximum number of allowable dimensions equals one less than the

number of groups, or the number of variables, whichever is less.

3 9 4
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(which did not contribute to the original analysis or for which group

membership is unknown) as more likely belonging to one or another of

the groups. This classification function may also be used to v.lrify

the success of the discriminant analysis by classifying the original

objects as to group membership on the basis of those functions and

observing the degree of correct and incorrect classification in light

of the known group membership.
15/4. Multiple Regression

Multiple regression is a very general statistial technique

whereby the relationship of one variable (measure) to a set of other

variables may be assessed. Generally, the technique allows the

determination of that linear combination of the variables in the

predictor set which best predicts (shows the greatest zero-order

correlation with) the single criterion variable.

The important conceptual difference between multiple regression

and simple bivariate regression is that of partial correlation.

Specifically, in determining the best linear combination of the

predictor variables, it is importaut to go beyond the simple zero-

ordel.- relationship of each predictor to the criterion. This involves

evaluation of relationships to the residual portion of

the criterion variable which remains when the prediction of all other

variables in the predictor set has been removed (partialed).

In addition to providing the necessary weights for producing the

most predictive linear combination of the predictor variables, the

analysis yields a statistic, R2 (the square of the multiple correlation

coefficient), which is a measure of the proportion of variance in the

criterion variable which may be explained by the predictor variables

considered simultaneously.

12/ For an introduction to multiple regression, refer to: Draper, N. R.
and Smith, H. Applied Regression Analysis. New York, Wiley, 1966.
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5. Stepwise Approaches16/--

Because of the large number of variable :. involved in the analyses

reported in this chapter (see subsection I.C) and the relatively small

number of projects (maximum of 54), a full-model analysis could not be

performed for either the multiple regression analyses or the discrim-

inant analyses. A common tactic in cases such as this is Che use of a

stepwise approach to the solution. Stepwise approaches are sequential

analysis techniques whreby at each step of the process one additional

variable is added to the model on the basis of some established cri-

terion.-1
7/

This addition of variables into the model continues, step-

by-step, until none of the remaining variables (i.e., those not

already in the prediction equation or discriminant function) meet the
18/criterion for inclusion in the model.

While stepwise techniques typically provide teFtable regression

or discriminant function models composed of considerably fewer than

the total number of available variables, they may sometimes be mis-

leading. Such techniques tend to make the most of chance variation

among certain variables, and thus do not replicate easily across

different samples unless truly strong relationships e.ist among the

variables. This tendency to produce spurious results and oversimplified

or nonrational models should be fully recognized by the reader when

the results from stepwise approaches are examined.

16/
For a description of stepwise discriminant analysis, including computa-

tional procedures used, see: Dixon, W. J. (Ed.) BMDP: Biomedical Computer
Programs. Berkeley, California: University of California Press, 1975. For
an analogous description of stepwise multiple regression, see: Service, J.
A User's Guide to the Statistical Analysis System. Raleigh, N.C.: North
Carolina State University, 1972.

17/
For example, in stepwise multiple regression, the variable which

explains the greatest proportion of the previously unexplained variation
in the criterion variable would be a candidate for inclusion in the regres-
sion model.

18/
For example, in stepwise multiple regression one may wish to stop the

process if none of the remaining candidates for inclusion into the regres-
sion model can account for more than X percent of the previously unexplained
variability of the criterion variable.
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E. Data Reduction

This subsection discusses a set of procedures directed toward reducing

the large pool of project process measures (71) to a smaller number of

project composites which maintain meaningful information about the process

attributes of the UB projects. The reason for attempting data reduction at

this point in the analysis process concr ! number of measures

due to the multiple responses called 'tionnaire items selected.

Such a large number of available pro, s creates two problems.

First, analysis with such a large set of measures is very cumbersome.

Second, since analysis at the project level provides a maximum of 54 cases,

the number of variables must be kept small to avoid trivial solutions.

Beyond these analytic problems there are many benefits that derive from

combining single questionnaire items into composite scale scores. In

general, the distributions of composite scale values are more tractable and

stable, and the interpretation of a reduced set of variables is usually

simpler and less confusing.

The process variables introduced in subsection I.0 provide many candi-

dates for either a priori scale construction or empirical scale construction

through factor analysis. The most obvious candidates are questionnaire

items with more than one subitem, or groups of separate questionnaire items

that measure attributes of the same UB function. Table 8.9 lists the

resulting composites derived from the data reduction procedures as applied

to the variables listed in Table 8.7. In general, the procedure that was

followed involved the computation of a principal component factor solution

for each set of variables. Empirical solutions were used if they reproduced

55 percent or more of the variation in the set of variables.-1-
9/

In cases

where no satisfactory empirical solution was obtained, a priori scale

composites were used. The a priori composites were derived by grouping

similar subitems together according to item content and the criteria developed

in the instrument specifications. In all cases, the final scale composites

were simple sums of subitems using either positive or negative unit weights.

19/-- Appendix G describes the factor analysis procedures that were used and
presents the resulting solutions in more detail.
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Table 8.9

PROJECT LEVEL PROCESS COMPOSITES

a/
Variable Class

Resulting
Number of
Composites Type of Solution

Percent
b/Variance

Instructional practices

c
UB functions/

3

14

Empirical

(No ReductiL,)

55.5

--

Instructor experience 2 Empirical 70.8

Counselor experience 2 Empirical 61.6

Staff ratings of students 3 Empirical 62.2

Student/staff relations 3 Empirical 76.0.

School cooperation 2 A priori --

Philosophy 3 A priori .--

a/
These classes correspond to those given in Table 8.4.

b/
Value given is the percent of variance in the original variables

accounted for by the principle component factor solution.

c/
For this variable, no a priori scaling was attempted and the empirical

solution did not provide interpretable composites. Hence, all 14 subitems
were maintained.
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For all empirical solutions, the weights were applied to the standardized20/

subitems. This technique produces desirable scale properties for the

composite; the composite will have a mean of 0 and positive and negative

values of the component may be easily recognized as above average or below

average, respectively. The results of the factor analyses were used as a

guide in creating the composites. The factor solutions provided information

as to which subitems should enter a composite and whether a given subitem

should carry a positive or negative weight.

The scaling procedure was on' rtially successful in significantly

reducing the number of originc var., . The items dealing with the

functions of the UB program (PN ..,4 25, PCQ 20) were not reduced at

all. The other variables yielded acceptable composites but the total

number of measures (32) was still rather high. It was felt that attempts

at further reduction or forcing solutions to a smaller number of composites

would be counterproductive. While the number of variables would decrease,

the interpretability of the solutions and thus the meaningfulness of the

composite variables would suffer.

Each set of composites will be briefly introduced below, however,

Appendix G provides a more complete discussion of these composites. As

the composites are encountered in later analyses they will be further

examined. It should be noted that the composites are all computed on

aggregate data. The level of aggregation depends upon the specific variable

(see Table 8.7) but in most cases the aggregation was over all three staff

categories.

Instructional Practices. This set of three composites was derived

from question 28 of the PIQ which contained 11 subitems concerning various

techniques of instruction. Project instructors were asked to rate on a 4

point scale (1 = don't use, 4 = use to a great extent) the extent to which

they used a given instructional practice. The three derived composites may

he roughly labeled as follows: (1) traditional formal methods, including

20/
-- Standardization of a variable involves subtraction of the mean followed
by division by the standard deviation. This sample scale transformation
yields a variable with a mean of zero and unit standard deviation. The
standardization of the subitems prior to formation of the composites insured
that all variables contributing to a component were similarly scaled.
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lecture, lack of individualized instruction, competitive grading, and non-

graded classes; (2) nontraditional formal methods,.including programed

instruction, ability grouping, and noncompetitive grading; and (3) informal

methods, including open classrooms, instructional media, and seminars.

UB Functions. All three categories of project staff were asked to

rank-order the importance, for both summer and academic year, of a set of

seven project functions. These were: (1) tutoring/remedial instruction,

(2) counseling, (3) liaison work with schools and community, (4) health

services, (5) cultural enrichment antivities, (6) social activities, and

(7) parental involvement i ues were derived for each subitem even

it it:ems were omitted. case. of omitted items, the average of the

unused ranks was assigned to omitted items. Thus 14 scores, 7 average

summer ratings and 7 average academic year ratings are available for each

project;

Instructor Experience. The instructor experience composites were

computed by combining several separate PIQ items (11, 13, 14A, 15) that

dealt with the experience and training of UB instructors. Two composite

scores were derived from the four items. The composites reflect two aspects

of experience and can be labeled as follows: (1) teaching expe..i.e-ace

outside UB, and (2) teaching experience and inservice training
, .in UB.

Counselor Experience. A set of experience composites was a. derived

for the counselors. These composites are based on six items fr6m.the PCQ--

11A, 12, 13, 14, 15A, an=:-.._6. They are labeled as follows: (1) 244stical

counseling experience, and (2) college training in counseling.

Ratir_JBStucitsen. All project staff were asked to rate students

on 12 dimensions (PIQ 35, PDQ 34, PCQ 34). The derived set of composites, in

which all item weights were positive, reduced the 12 attributes to three

general scale values: (1) attributes and attention, (2) ability, responsi-

'bility, and independence, d (3) creativity and interpersonal relationships.

Student and Staff Rel.=-ions. All projear staff were asked .-to rate

the quality of the relatimships among various groups within the project

(PDQ 28, PIQ 38, PCQ 32:'- The composites derived for this set of items
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were based on data aggregated within and across staff categories. Three

composites, using positive weights, were computed from the set of five

subitems: (1) staff relationships, (2) student with staff relationships,

and (3) student with student relationships.

Staff Philosophy.. The project staff members were asked to impose a

weak ordering on the relative importance of 14 educational goals within

their own philosophies of education. A set of a priori composites was

derived for this item defining three scales: (1) development of skills

and study habits, (2) development of interpersonal skills and self-control,

and (3) development of achievement motivation and a sense of worth. These

composites represent the means of f raw values of the selected subitems,

and thus preserve the original scale.

High School and Postsecondary School Cooperation. A measure was

obtained, from staff counselors and instructors, of the quality of the

cooperation between the UB project and various educational institutions

(PCQ 33A, PIQ 39A). This criestion consisted of six items, from which two

a priori composites were velopez: (1) caaperation with high schools,

and (2) cooperation with iaszitutions. The composites were the means

. of the aggregated raw score_ respanses to the appropriate subitems.

II. RELATION-SLa° OF PROCESS VARIABLES TO

STUDENT OUZZLTAEB, DISCRIMINANT ANALYSES

The basic question a44ressed by this chapter involves possible asso-

ciations between UB procv1;s mea.sures and student outcomes. This question is

explored in the current anal following secttons. The initial approach, taken

in this section, is that t anatIple discriminant analyais, while in Section

III multiple regression analy9is is used. As previously szated, discrimi-

nant analysis is a techni. whzeby known groups are maximmlly differ-

entiated along one or mov;. rItTnElons defined by independet.: linear combinations

of a set of discriminator

One set of a priori projeczt groupings, based on established project

characteristics, was defined in =le previous section. Another approach

to defining groupings of the prziects is empirical clustering of the projects
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on selected sets of project measures. For the a priori clusters, a single

measure defined a clustering of projects and six sets of clusters were

obtained. The empirical clustering technique operates in a multidimensional

framework by considering more than one variable at a time. Two sets of

clusters were obtained (see below) by clustering on two different sets of

outcome measures. The clusters were defined in terms of output measures

instead of process measures for several reasons. The set of output measures

is small, contains measures with the best data availability rates, and

contains the most accurately measured and stable data (i.e., student data).

The output measures can all be considered as performance measures and are

similar while the process measures are a very diverse set. Clearly the

process measures do not lend themselves to a simple categorization, and the

clusters derived from them would probably not be simply interpretable.

Finally, the a priori clusters which will also be used are related to the

process measures and cover some of the same information.

The approach to discrimination suggested by these two sets of groupings

is, therefore, quite different. Since the a priori project classifications

involve characteristics of the project or the students in the project, the

suggested discriminator variables are the student outcome measures. Con-

versely, since the empirical clusters are based on student outcomes, the

appropriate discriminator variables are the project process measures.

Although the cases will be treated separately, the establishment of a

strong discrimination among groups by either of these two approaches would

suggest a relationship between process and output.

Although some data were collected from 54 UB projects, the maximum

number contributing to any of the discriminant analyses is 52.. One project

was eliminated because it had no students at the time of the survey,.and

another project was eliminated because it had no seniors (and thus no

measures of PSE entry). All but one of the analyses are performed on data

from less than 52 projects, however. The additional loss of projects is

due to two factors: (a) for both a priori and empirical clusters, some

groups contain so few projects that they were not considered; and (b) for

analyses involving empirical clusters, some projects lack data on one or

more of the project process variables in the discriminator variable set.
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Since these analyses are exploratory, no attempt was made to resolve the

loss of projects by data imputation or combinations of groups of projects.

The minimum number of projects contributing to any discriminant analysis

was 45, representing a 17 percent loss in analysis units from the

original 54.

The large number of variables in each of the full sets of discrimi-

nator variables precluded the use of a full-model discriminant analysis.-
21/

Stepwise analysis was therefore used as an initial approach. In stepwise

discriminant analysis, variables are added and deleted from the discrimi-

nant function, one at a time, on the basis of predetermined criteria. This

addition and deletion terminates when none of the variables included in the

discriminant function at that step meet the criterion for removal and none

of the variables not included in the discriminant function meet the criterion

for inclusion.

For all discriminant analyses conducted, the first step involved a

forcing of all project:input variables into the discriminant function, to

control for the effect of these measures in distinguishing the project

groups. After the first step, no additional constraints were placed on the

solution other than the specified criteria for inclusion or exclusion from

the function. This means that any input variable meeting the exclusion

criterion could be removed from the final discriminant solution.

The criteria used for addition and deletion of variables from the

solution was stated in terms of the partial F values22/-- for each variable

at a given stage of the sequential solution. A variable previously in-

cluded in the function was deleted if the partial F value dropped below

1.0, and a variable not included in the equation was added if the partial F

value was greater than 2.0. When several variables met the criteria for

removal or inclusion at a given step, the following decision rules prevailed:

(a) deletion of a variable always took precedence over addition of a variable;

21/
A full-model analysis would include all ai.ccriminator variables

simultaneously, and since the total number ofvariables approaches the
number of projects, trivial solutions would be quite likely.

22/ The partiat17 value for a variable is an index of the degree of dis-
crimination the= is unique to that variable after the discrimination of
other variables in the discriminant function has been taken into consid-
eration (i.e., -z7.esidual discrimination),
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(b) when two or more candidaies for deletion existed, the variable with the

smallest partial F value was deleted; (c) when two or more candidates for

addition existed, the variable with the largest partial F value was added.

Due to the very large number of discriminator variables relative to

the total number of projects and the considerable latitude in selecting a

best-fitting discriminant function provided by the stepwise approach,

additional criteria were applied to specify the acceptability of a dis-

criminant solution. A solution was defined as acceptable if both of the

following conditions were met: (a) the number of project pJ variabiLtb
pnteri.74 the solufion was MD greater than the number of projects in tho

smallesr group, and (b) the number of projecta incorrectly classified as

to group membership, as a result of the analysis, was less than half of

the number that wouldhe incurrectly classified by the "hest" prediction

based only on the.knowledge of the sizes of-the groups.23/-- The results

of analyses which did not meet these criterfa will not be reported.

A. Discrimination Among A Priori Project Groupings

A priori project measures provided six separate groupings of projects,

each group consisting of from two to five &_.uups of projects (see Table

8.8). Eliminating groups containing less than five projects, the group

means on each.of the 15 discriminator variables (8 characteristics of

students in the project and 7 student outcome measures) are presented in

Table 8.10. Mhile an examination of group differences for the means of the

individual variates does not necessarily reflect the potential success of

the multivariate discriminant solution, the marked similarity of the.group

profiles for a particular classification dimension (as indicated in Table

8.10) does signal a high potential for failure. (If there is no discrimi-

nation among groups by any of the variables of the discriminator set, then

23/
For example, in the two-group case with 40 projects in group A and

10 projects in group B, the best prediction of group membership with no
other infarmation would be to classify all projects as being in group A.
This classification-would yield only 10 projects as misclassifications.
In that case, an acceptable discriminant solution would be required to
correctly nlassify at least 45 mrojects.
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there exists no linear combination of those variables that will distinguish

among the groups).

There were, in fact, no so: the six discrim_L 'lalyse

performed on these data that met La,. . iteria for an ...eceptable"

solution. ThF: solutions were, in fact, unac2.eptab1e from an entirely

different perspective. In over half of the solutions, the only variables

included in the final discriminant m6del were the control variables related

to student preprocess characteristics. This suggests that there is, at

best, a very weak relationship between whatever UB processes are reflected

in the a priori classification of these projects and the student outcome

variables considered here, after accounting for relationships with other

student characteristics. In light of the failure to obtain acceptable

solutions, given the latitude allowed by the stepwise approach, no addi-

tional attempts to analyze these data with rational models were attempted.

B. DiscriminatLoo. Amonis Empirical Project Groupings Based on Three

Outcome Measures

In this subsection the UB process measures will be examined for their

ability to account for the different profiles of performance revealed by

one of the empirical cluster solutions. The cluster solution was based on

three outcome measures: (1) change in academic GPA; (2) proportion of

twelfth graders entering PSE; and (3) change in proportion of attempted

academic courses. (Fall-to-fall HS continuance/completion rate was not

used because of the limited variability of this measure over projects.)

Given the large set of process measures available and the need to consider

and adjust-for differences on the preprocess measures the initial analyses

of these,data were performed through stepwise, multiple discriminant analysis.

1. The _Protect Clusters

The empiricalcluster solution repolizted here separamed the

projects Into seven groups on the basl-c of output measures that allowed

classification of more effective and less effective projects. One

resulting group consisted of only one project and was eliminated from

further analysis. Table 8.11 presents the standardized and raw cluster

406
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Table 8.11

RAW AND STANDARDIZED CLUSTER MEANS FOR CLUSTERING
SOLUTION BASED ON THREE OUTCOME MEASURES

Variable

Cluster

C

PSE Entry Rate

for 12th Graders

Std-

Raw

-1.05

0.42

0.53

0.73

0.17

0.66

0.66

0.76

0.58

0.74

-2.00

0.24

Change in

Academic GPAA/

Std-

Raw

-0.16

-0.03

0.80

0.19

-0.51

-0.10

-1.31

-0.28

0.34

0.09

0.27

0.07

Change in Academic
a

Course Load/

Stdb/

Raw

-0.57

-0.10

-0.77

-0.12

-0.66

-0.11

0.81

0.04

0.78

0.03

1.11

0.06

Number of Projects 9 11 8 9 10

1

NOTE: These values are based on a total of 52 projects. Two projects were
eliminated-one because it had no students, the other because it defined
its own outlying group.

a/
Change is computed from ninth grade to current grade.

b/
These are cluster averages of standardized values, computed by subtracting

the grand mean from each observation and dividing by the standard deviation.
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means for the outcome measures for each of the remaining six project

groupings. The means of standardized variables, reported in Table

8.11, allow comparison across variables since all variables have been

transformed to a similar scale. The standardized values express the

distance of the cluster mean, in standard deviation units, from the

grand mean over projects. The sign of the cluster mean indicates

whether it is greater or less than the grand mean. While the means of

standardized measures allow cross-variable comparisons, they may be

misleading when making within-variable comparisons. The standardized

means reflect only relative variability within a measure, and raw

cluster means are necessary to establish absolute variability. While

there is reasonable absolute variability among clusters for PSE entry

rate, it can be seen from Table 8.11 that the absolute between-cluster

variability for the academic change measures is not great.3±1

The examination of results presented in Table 8.8 indicates that

the clustering has divided the projects into distinct groups. Project

clusters can be labeled as more effective or less effective by consid-

ering the cluster means on each of the three outcome measures.22/

Three project clusters (B, D, and E) have large (greater than .50)

standardized cluster means for,PSE entry rate and at least one other

outcome measure. These clustere can be labeled as the "more effec-

tive",project clusters. The remaining project clusters do not show as

consi'stent a pattern. Clusters A and F have large negative standardized

24/
For eXample, the standardized cluster means for change in academic

course load range from .8 standard deviations below the grand mean to
1.1 standard deviations above. This difference of almost 2 standard
deviation units represents only a small difference in terms of actual
increase in proportion.of academic courses taken. The lower and upper
extreme cluster were characterized by students who, from ninth grade to
current grade, attempted 12 perccut fewer ecademic credits and 6 percent
more academic credits, respectively. Such a small difference probably
has little practical importance.

25/
Examining the cluster means one at a time loses some of the multi-

variate information used by the clustering process but it allows easier
interpretation of the results.
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mean values for PSE entry rate and Cluster C has large negative values

for both the change in grade point average and change in proportion of

academic courses attempted. While this group of three clusters is not

as homogeneous as those labeled more effective, they are in general,

"less effective" than the other clusters.

Beyond this dichotomy of more effective and less effective clus-

ters of projects, the pattern of scores of various outcome measures by

clusters is of interest. Figure 8.1 displays graphically the stand-

ardized data from Table 8.11. The three more effective project clus-

ters (8, D, and E) all show above average and similar PSE rates but

vary in their performance on the remaining outcome variables. Only

Cluster E is above average on all three outcome measures. The less

effective proL'ect clusters (A, C, and F) show a wider pattern of

variation but remain consistently at or below average for two of the

three outcomes. Only one cluster of projects in this group, A, is

consistently below average on all three outcome measures. Two project

clusters, A, the least effective, and E, the most effective, show

large and consistent differences in outcomes. The remaining clusters

show less consistent patterns but are distinctly different from one

another.

2. Discrimination Among Clusters

Table 8.12 presents r.he set of variables selected in the stepwise

discriminant process that best separates the clusters based on the

three outcome measures--PSE entry rate, change in GPA, and change in

academic course load. This table presents the cluster means of the

raw and standard scores for these variables. Additionally, each

variable has been assigned a discriminability rank, which may be

interpreted.as an index of the degree of discrimination that is unique

to a given variable after partialing out the discrimination of the

other variables. A rank of 1 indicates the variable with the most

unique discriminating power and a rank of 7 indicates the least. As

indicated in the final two rows of the tables, not all of the projects

used to determine the clusters were used in the discriminant analysis;
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Table 8.12

CLUSTER. MEANS FOR VARIABLES SELECTED IN DISCRIMINANT
ANALYSES OF THE OUTCOME MEASURE CLUSTERS

Variable

Discrimi-
nabiliiy.
Rank- A B C D E

Project Size 1 Stdb/- -0.44 0.00 0.19 1.06 -0.21 -0.92

Raw 50.56 63.91 69.33 95.11 57.50 36.40

Emphasis placed on aca- 2 Stdb/ -0.47 -0.22 0.22 0.72 0.34 -1.18
demic year training and

_

remedial instruction Raw 6.57 6.82 7.27 7.77 7.39 7.85

Emphasis placed on aca-
demic year medical
services

3 Std-
b/

Raw

0.41

3.86

-0.06

3.39

-0.15

3.30

0.27

'3.72

-0.38

3.07

-0.34

3.11

Proportion of project
students labeled poor

4 Std-
b/

-0.44 0.50 0.29 -0.22 0.00 -0.52

Raw 0.67 0.80 0.77 0.70 0.73 0.66

Proposta of courses
attempted that were
academic

5 Std-
b/

Raw

0.12

0.67

0.41

0.69

0.30

0.69

-0.03

0.66

-0.37

0.64

-1.13

0.58

Ninth grade GPA 6 Stdb/ -0.54 0.46 -0.42 0.66 0.23 -1.04

Raw 4.85 5.12 4.88 5.17 5.06 4.72

Proportion of project
that is male

7 Stdb/ 0.62 -0.40 -0.27 0.27 0.08 -0.42

Raw 0.52 0.39 0.41 0.48 0.46 0.39
A

Number of projects in
the cluster 9 11 8 9 10 5

Number of projects in
the discriminant analysiE 8 10 8 9 8 4

a/
The rank value is determined by the relative amount of explained variance attributable

to each Variable, when all variables are considered simultaneously.

b/
These are cluster averages of standardized values, computed by subtracting the grand

mean from each observation and dividing by the standard deviation.
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this reduction is attributable to unavailable data for the project

process measures. In this case, five projects were lost.

The depicted solution suggests that the great bulk of the pre-

dictable variability in outcome performance comes from preprocess

differences. Five of the seven variables included in the discriminant

function are preprocess measures that may reflect student selection

and project size. The only process variables entering the solution

are two items dealing with the emphasis placed by the project on (a)

tutoring and remedial instruction and (b) medical/dental health ser-

vices or referrals during the academic year program. The scale of

these items is from 1 = least emphasized to 8 = most emphasized.

Figure 8.2 displays the average profiles for the effective and

ineffective projects over these variables. This display of the data

considers only univariate distinguishability among the clusters while

the discriminant solution considers the simultaneous discrimination of

all variables. Hence, in interpreting the simple cluster means, one

should be aware that better discrimination is available by considering

differentially weighted linear functions of the data. Given this

caution the univariate comparisons can serve to point out the broad

features of the relationships of these variables to project effective-

ness as defined by the cluster solution. The results indicate that

student selection factors are differentially associated with program

effectiveness.

Comparison of the two averaged profiles in Figure 8.2 reveals

several points. There is a large difference, 1.04 standard score

unit's, in the ninth grade academic GPA between the two types of proj-

ects, the more successful projects being characterized by students

wich higher GPAs. Additionally, the more effective programs tend to

be larger add to contain a larger proportion of poor students. Both

process variables entering the discriminant solutiop deal with academic

year program functions. The more effective projects tend to give more

than average emphasis to tutoring and remedial instruction and slightly

less than average emphasis to medical services during the academic

412
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year. Reference tc tle raw cluster means in Table 8.12 Indicates a

very small absoluti=tige of variation for the medical ser-rices vari-

able. The discrimination contributed by this variable is nver a very

narrow range and-minly of very little practical importaw.se, There

is a samewhat widtzrariation in the ,-11.1.Et: means for the -..i.utc:-=g/

instr-act:_=

D. .:11zrimination AmL-f:.:_Illpirical Project G=pings Based on PST 3utnomes

,:second set of 71 :7.T.Xt clusters vas der:Lved by analyzing on, thase

outcome:measures rPlte L:-J3 FSE entry. This set of output variali,

tains four measures: (:) 7,-oportion of twelfth graders entering IS111; (2)

proportion of ',SE entrama.a. -anrolling in vocatinal/techttiCal schocIlLs; (3)

proportion of pSE entrantE-:anrolling in 2-yez= colleges; and (4) por-

tion of PSE entrants enrol. ing in 4-year insr.ttutions. This subsection

examines the nature of the empirical cluster solution, which reflects the

effectiveness and pattern of student placement in PSE institutions and

the relationship of project process measures to cluster membership.

1. The Project Clusters

The second clustering solution groups the projects by examining

PSE entry rates and the pattern of entry into various kinds of PSE.

The obtained solution indicates five basic clusters of projects. The

five clusters represent only 49 of the 54 sampled projects. One

project was eliminated because it had no students at the time of the

survey and another project was eliminated since it had no seniors.

The three remaining projects were eliminated because they were out-

liers in the obtained cluster solution.26/ Table 8.13 presents cluster

means of the standardized and raw PSE measures. With the exception of

Vocational/Technical School placement, the clusters show reasonably

wide absolute variation in raw mean variables. Examination of this

cluster solution reveals that there is considerable variation in the PSE

26/
These three projects form two outlying clusters, one with two members

and one with a single member. Both clusters showed high PSE rates with
rather high rates of vocational/technical school placement.
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T--1,te 8.13

RAW -ZELTILLITSTER MEANS FOR CLUS12..-

SOLUTI 'OSTSECONDARY MEASURES

Variable

Cluster

li I .3- K L

A--

It

il

7-

a
PSE Entry Rate/- _.5,-16.r

E;du

4,12

1-55

G.614

0.75

-1.21

0.39

-0.07

0.61

-2.04

0.23

Vocational/Technical

School Placement Rate-
b/

S.

EL-

-,.J.12

CO.39
1-

-0.34

0.04

-0.40

0.04

-0.28

0.05

0.02

0.09

2-Year College

Placement Rate-
b/

St

Ra

...06

,.17

-0.50

0.08

-0.92

0.02

2.31

0.53

0.43

0.23

4-Year College

Placement Rate-
b/

St:

Ra;

0.18

0.75

0.71

0.88

0.75

0.89

-1.51

0.34

-1.59

0.32

Number of Cases121
-

17 17 5 5 5

NOTE: Only 49 cases are reportaz here--one project had no students, another

had no seniors, and three proiects were labeled as outliers in the

clustering solution.

a/ This rate is computed for twe.1 graders mnly.

b/ This rate is computed for .= ts oniv.

J These are cluster averages o2 s=mndarized values, computed by subtracting
the grand mean from each observation and dividing by the standard deviation.

4 1 5
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entry rates and the type of PSE plazement that oczurs. The fi,,e

clusters are categatized below.

Cluster H.: averrage PSE entry rates with an average place-me=

pattern.

Cluster : high PSE entry rates with relatively high plazEmmt

in 4-year institutfans.

Cluster J: law PSE entry rates with relatively high placement

in 4-year institutions.

Cluster K: average PSE entry rates with relatively high plame .

ment in 2-year institutions.

Cluster L: very low PSE entry rates with above average plam,-

ment in 2-year institutions.

A graphic presentation of these data is given in Figure 8.3, rhe

figure reveals that the level of variatiaa among clusters for Voc,--anal/
27Technical School placement is much smaller than for the other measures.,

The figure also shows that Clusters I and J have fairly similar profiles

with the exception of the very different PSE entry rates. In general,

these data suggest that the entry rate per se does not determine the

type of PSE institution in which the UB students enroll. That is,

project clusters with relatively high as well as relatively low PSE

entry rates both show above average proportional placement into 4-

year institutions. Similarly, placement In 2-year institutions is

widely spread over projects with similar levels of PSE entry rates.

The derived clusters do seem to distinguish plausible groups of projects;

they define a broad set of PSE outcome patterns and provide a tractable

classification scheme for relating process variables to different

patterns of PSE placement..

2. Dfscrimination Among Project Clusters

A second discriminant analysis was performed based on the project

groupings derived fran clustering the PSE entry pattern measures.

Table 8.14 presents the standardized and raw scores for the variables

included in this discriminant solution: four preprocess variables and
two process measures. As seen in this table, two projects were lost

27/
The outlier projects wthich are not presented did, however, sbow much

higher proportional placement in vocational/technical schools.
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Table 8.14

CLUSTER i.iNS FCR Iiimasus SELECTED ..3.4 D3ISCRIMINANT ANALYSES
OF-HE PSE":.DUTCOME MEASETILEI-7'STERS

Discr==t-
Va=iable

nabiL-Lty,'-j--Y

Cluster

H L_ J K L

th Grads ;PA b/
St6- 0.10
Raw 5.03

0....,m

5-12
-0.88
4.76

0.29
5.08

-1.12
4.70

rroportir--: of projact 3
-tudenzs :::hat were
-cademic --iks

Std.-
b/

Raw
-0.10
0.46

0-:__

0.L.
1.11
0.64

-0.12
0.45

0.94
0.62

Proportion-, of project 3
i'. 12th E.-ele

std-b/

Raw
-0.34
0.41

0,1:
0.21J

-0.83
0.34

0.69
0.55

0.62
0.54

umber (3-1-- students 1
.n project

WIStd- 1-0.13
Raw- 59.90

0.bt

89.2L
-0.71
42.60

-0.25
56.40

-0.96
35.20

Relationships among 6

siaff members
St40
Raw 1

0.18
0.33

0.11
0.21

-0.03
-0.05

0.30
0.56

-1.14
-2.11

Imphasis upon cultural 2

-nrichment during the
-cadgmlic year

b/Std-
2aw-

020
4.59

-0.28
4.16

-1.14
3.40

0.42
4.78

0.59
4.93

lumber of cases in the clus=er

lumber of cases in the

17

16

17

15

5

5

5

4

5

5
inant analysis

The rank valu_._:::s determineL by the maLative.amounts of exp1ainq:1
variance.attributale to each var-:.able, %i172. al: variables are consiced
s-imultaneously.

b!
These are :1111:71ter averages aff sta17---E7ed values, computed by

s.ibtracting masn from . ae=h abseL-1.1on and dividing by the
s=andard deviaton
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fm the analysis due co missing or inMeterminate information re-

ar,-.7ding the process measures. A:fter arjusting for the preprncess

measures, the process measures which ar_atered the discriminant function

wee (a) a composite measure of staff relationships amd (b) a measure

of emphasis of cultural enrichment ac.c.:v-ft:ies during the academic year

(scaled from 1 = leas.: emphasized to i = oLtst emphasized).

The interpretation of the im- ic f :ne prennocess.: measure:, is

mot difficuZt but the. inclusion C t o partitulkx orocess

measures causes some confusion. The r-oflies cf rhe standardized

means of the discriminant functicr_ variales for the Lave clusters are

d-i-played in P-ure 8.4. It is apparl..: that the staf-f relations

composite variable serves pr7imnri1y tc.separate one cluster (L) from

the other four_ Emphasis on cultural e=richment actil7ities does

semarate the clusters and seems be able to separate 4-year

placement projects (Clusters I ani J with relativeLkT Iow emphp,c+s)

from the remaining clusters (with relatively high emmhasis). The

meaning of this separation in termsof Troject prm-nasses is,another

question on which the obtained solution sheds little light. Consid-

eration of the range of variatimm in t17,-:: cluster raw scare means for

the process measures (Table 8J1:, especially the emmhais-af:-cultural-

enrichment variaile, indimates at onl- a narrow range of v741-tes

occurs; variations-cross such a7-:row band is difftrult to interpret

even though it provides same starical discriminabiIity. ie 7:re-

process measures also discr1i- tween Llusters. emrtnle.

Cluster I and J .1roth cAiLzacts:T-fzed hy relatively 1.-Igh rates cf

placement in 4-vear cor-I, but Clmste:1_ J has a low overall

rate of PSE entry-while L s relatively high overall entry :nate-

Cluster I, however, has stah_red,with.somewhat of aa advantage--higher

ninth grade GPA's and tewer academic risks among participants. A

similar comparison :7.an;be made for Clusters K and L in regards to 2-

year college pl-r-Pment.

D. Summary of Discriminant Analyslis Results

it does not seem. --,pr-iaik%tAry to attempt development of a stroar casc

for the existence anc imbact af preprocess (-...;.ferences as a resul. of nae
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analysis presented in this section. It would be very surprising to find

they did not exist. The surprising aspect of all the solutions is the lack

of a consistent set, or of even a modest number, of process variables in

the solutions. No evidence appears to relate these process measures to

project outcomes with the exception of the few listed. It may well be that

the initial prenrocess differences in students from project to project are

sufficiently great and sufficiently discriminating so as to overpower any

relationship of grocess measures to outcomes.

The only cue that appears from these results, and it is a faint one,

is that certain academic year activities may relate to the outcome measures.

It may be more meaningful to interpret the appearance of academic year

variables as indicators of the level of activity of the academic year pro-

gram. That Ls, the inclusion of measures of emphasis of academic year

processes, tzgether with the notable omission of summer processes, may be

evidence that it is the level of activitx_of the academic year provam, and

not a specif12 fi-nction or process, that discriminates among project clusters.

Another piece of evidence supporting this logic is the consistent appearance

of project size ns a discriminating measure. Project size (i.e., the

number of studen=s enrolled) was measured in October and it may be that the

measure rpflcts. at least in part, the activity level of the academic year

program.

The findings presented here must be tempered by consideration of the

analytic technique used. The use of stepwise procedures can capitalize on

chance sample fluctuations in the data and provide solutions that are

strictly data dependent. It is sound practice to replicate models derived

from stepwise procedures; sometimes this is possible by using split-half

techniques, but due to limited data this is not possible here. These

results should not, therefore, be considered as presenting final models but

as providing initial hypotheses which may be subsequently pursued.

In the next section, the relationships of procesF and outcome will be

further examined in a slightly different light, using the technique of

multiple regression analysis. In the current section, a multivariate

examination of the outcomes was undertaken. By examining the set of outcome

measures simultaneously the analysis is more sensitive to patterns and

4 21-
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'interactions among the outcomes, while in section III the outcome variables

will be examined one at a time. Although the regression approach loses

some of the appeal of multivariate consideration of the outcome measures,

it gains by the sensitivity and flexibility with which it examines the

relationships of the single outcome measure to the process variables. In

the regression procedures a more detailed analysis can be accomplished by

going beyond the simple relation of cluster membership to process variables

that has been examined here.

III. RELATIONSHIP OF PROCESS VARIABLES TO STUDENT

OUTCOMES: REGRESSION ANALYSES

A number of multiple regression analyses were conducted to determine

if the variation in the separate project outcomes could be explained by

variations in project characteristics and processes, after controlling for

project input. The project level outcome variables examined in the regres-

sion analyses were: average change in academic GPA, average change in

academic course load, percent entering PSE institutions, percent enrolling

in 4-year colleges, percent enrolling in 2-year colleges, percent enrolling

in vocational/technical schools, and fall-to-fall HS continuance/completion

rate. As specified previously in this chapter, most of these measures show

sufficient variation between projects to function adequately as criterion

variables.

There were 54 projects sampled in the study, and most of these proj-

ects provided available data for all of the outcome and predictor vari-

ables. None of the analyses, however, are based on more than 50 projects.

Two projects were dropped from the analyses due to a lack of students or a

lack of twelfth graders as previously discussed. Other projects were

dropped when variables in the predictor set were missing. In some of the

reported analyses, missing data were imputed by regression procedures for a

few 'independent variables. In such cases, the imputed value was the value

predicted by a regression equation derived for projects with no missing

data. These imputations were made in order to prevent further deterioration

of the data base.

422
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Since many variables were candidates for the regression equations, the

first set of analyses employed stepwise procedures. The stepwise regres

sion involved entering a fixed set of project input variables (percent

academic risk, percent poverty status, and percent male). These three

project input variables were expected to relate to the various outcome

variables in differing degrees as well as to project process variables,

as suggested by the results of the discriminant analyses reported in the

previous section. Thus, they were considered as control variables to be

entered initially into all stepwise regressions and to be presented in the

final stepwise solution. The function served by these control variables

was to adjust the UB process variables for differences among projects in

student inputs. The remaining process and preprocess variables were then

allowed to enter the regression equation in a stepwise manner.

The particular stepwise procedure used empirically selects independent

variables that yield a statistically significant (.10 level of significance)

increment in the regression sum of squares above that already obtained due

to variables previously entered in the model. At each step, variables

previously entered (except for the three control variables) are also checked

for significance at the .10 level and are dropped from the model if they no

longer reach this level. When no variable remains that significantly

increments the regression sum of squares, the procedure terminates. Each

of the seven outcome variables was regressed on the three fixed project

input variables and then on whatever subset of the 36 additional process or

input variables that could be added to these three fixed variables in the

stepwise procedure. These additional 36 variables are the project level

composites discussed earlier in this. chap:er.

A choice had to be made between applying sampling weights in the

regression analyses or performing unweighted analyses. Although the

probability of a project being included in the sample is not constant

across projects, the project weights are reasonably homogeneous in that no

extremely high or low project weights exist. The difference in results

between the two strategies was examined for a number of data sets, and the

differences in the estimated regression parameters for weighted and unweighted

analyses were of small practical significance. Most importantly, the

4 23
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substantive interpretations of the weighteE and unweighted regressions were

identical.

A logical argument can also be made.=Enr ug unweighted regressian
analyses. Large projects were selected into eha sample with a higher

probability than small 137jects, which is reflected in smeller sampling

weights for the larger p7.3jects. Om tbe other hand, larger projects pro-

vide a greater number of students amd staff membexs on which to construct

project level variables, and therefo=e observations from the larger projects

should be more stable and, for this tpmn, shouIA be given greater weight

relative to observations.. from small proje=ts. Sampling procedure dictates

the assignment of less weight to observat'llons from large projects but the

data reliability conside=ations suggest g..::ving more weight to observations

from large projects. In a very general s-nse, these two competing demands

indicate that unweighted analyses may he'lmost appropriate for this data

set.213/ In any event, as previously mentnnned, weighted and unweighted

regression analyses snow-is& no Pract-ir-PT ;fferences.

Another problem in analyzing datm E=mr. a ccqmplex probability sample is

that the standard error of any statit much more difficult to estimate

than when using a simple random sampIe:.. LE the clustering effect in a

stratified multistage sample increa=s the variance of an estimate to an

extent that is not offset by the gann 1= efficiency brought about by strati-

fication, then the standard error of a statistic estimated from the complex

sample can be considerably larger than =he commarable stamdard error obtained

from a simple rand= sample of the spm= .77e. It would be expected, however,

that the clusterim= effect at the projec= level-would be Less than the

28/
Technically, =he situation is as fmrlaws. The regression parameters for

.

-
an unweighted analysis are estimated as 5 = (X'IC) 1X'y, and the regression

-parameters for a weighted analysis ar= estimated as 8 = (X'DX)
1
X'Dy, where

X is the n by p observation matrix ft= the independent variables, y is the
vector of outcome values, and D is a cLagomal weighting matrix. For the
present situation it is suggested tha= two (diagonal weighting matrices should
be considered jointly and that the pr=duct of these two diagonal matrices
will be close to a scaLermatrix, al. Mar is, D = D1D2 = al where D1 is a

diagonal matrix based 1.3scin sampling waPit9qt-s and D2 is a diagonal weighting
matrix based upon the reliability of 1-174= measurements. Consequently,

(X'Dx)
-1-1

X 'Dy = a (X'X).aX'y = (X'X)
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clustering effect when the student is the unit of analysis. For some

selected statistics presented in Chapter 5, the average design effect,

(DEFF),29/-- using the project as the unit of analysis, is only slightly

greater than one, suggesting that the standard errors for these estimates

from the complex study sample is only slightly greater than that for a

simple random (equally weighted) sample. This does not, however, directly

imply that the DEFF for regression parameters is close to one. In order to

be conservative, an estimated parameter will be considered as significantly

different from 0 at the .05 level if the significance level based upon

assumptions of a simple random sample is .025 or less.

A. Stepwise Solutions

A summary of each of the seven stepwise regression analyses is presented

in Table 8.15. This table indicates for each outcome variable: (1) the

sign of the standard regression weight for each independent variable in the

finai solution (which reflects the sign of the partial correlation of that

variable to the criterion variable), (2) the proportion of outcome variance

in a given outcome measure explained by the three control input variables

and any other dnput variable entering the final regression equation (as

measured by the squared multiple correlation, R2), and the increment in

proportion of variance accounted for by the stepwise addition of project

process variables.

The most predictable outcome measure was fall-to-fall HS continuance/

completion rate, yielding a total R
2

of .706. The least predictable out-

come measure is percent entering 2-year PSE institutions, with a total of

R
2
of .339. The input variables considered separately yield the highest

contribution (R
2
= .389) in predicting change in academic course load and

the lowest contribution in predicting change in academic GPA (R
2

= .049).

Program variables yield the highest increment in R
2

(.565) to the predic-

tion of fall-to-fall HS continuance/completion and yield the lowest incre-

mental R
2

, (.188) to the prediction of change in academic course load.

29/-- Design effect is the ratio of the variance of the estimate for
sample design to the variance of the estimate for a simple random sample
of equivalent size (see Appendix B).
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SUMMARY OF STEPWISE REGRESSION ANALYSES FOR SEVEN PROJECT OUTPUT MEASURES

Project Input and Process Measures

Relationship to Project Output Measures
in Final Regression Equation

Change
in

Academic
GPA

Change in Fall-to-fall Total
Academic Continuance/ PSE
Course Completion Entry
Load Rate Rate

Vocational/
Technical

Entry Rate

2-Year 4-Year
College College
Entry Entry
Rate Rate

Process Measures

Instructional Practices Used

Traditional Formal Methods
(-)

Nontraditional Formal Methods
(-)

Informal. Methods (-)

Project Emphasis on Functions

Tutoring/Remedial Instruction (Summer). (-) (-)Counseling (Summer)
(-)

Liaison Work with Schools and Community (Summer)
Health Services'(Summer) (-) (-) (-)Cultural Enrichment Activities (Summer)
Social Activities (Summer)
Parental Involvement (Summer)

(4)
Tutoring/Remedial Iustruction..(Acadmic Year) (4)
Counseling (Academic Year)
Liaison Work with Schools ,iiii Community (Academic.,

. Year)
(4) (-) (-)

Health Services (Academic Year)
Cultural Enrichment Activities (Academic Year)

(-)
Social Activities (Academic Year)

(-)Parental Involvement (Academic Year)
(+) (+)

Staff Experience/Training=l

Instructor Teaching Experience Outside UB
Lastructor Teaching Experience and Inaervice

Training With UB

Staff Ratings of U8 Studenta .-

Attitudes and Attention
Ability, Responsibility, and Independence (-) (-)
Creativity and Interpresonal Relationships

Intraproject-Relatio4ships

Among Staff
(+).Students with Staff

, (-)Among Students

Staff Ratinga of Important Aspects of Education

Development of Skills and Study Habits
Development of Interpersonal Skills and Self

Control
Development of Achievement Motivation aad

Sense of Worth
(4) (-)

School Cooperation

High Schools 4)
(-)PSE Institutions (4) (-)

Miscellaneous

?ercant of Instructor Time Spent Tutoring
(-) (-)?reject Size (Number of Participants) (-) (4) (4)

Input Measures

Percent Male (-) (4) (4) (-) (-) (-) ()Percent Pnor
(+) (-) (4) (4) (4) (-) (+)Percent Academic Risk (-) (-) (-) (-) (4) (+) (-)Ninth Grade cpA

Ninth Grade Percent Academic Course Load (-) (4) (4)Percent Eleventh Graders
Percent Twelfth Graders

Number of Input Variables Selected For Final Solution 3 4 3 4 4 3 3
Proportion of Variance Explained by Input Variables .049 .389 .141 .361 .151 .055 .197
Number of Process Variables Selected for Final

Solution 4 4 7 3 5 4 6
Proportion of Variance Explained by Process Variables .524 .188 .565 .219 .316 .285 .403
Total Proportio2 of Variance Explained by Fine/

Solution (R ) .573 377 .706 .380 .467 .339 .600

NOTE: All analyses were conducted using 50 projecta. The first three listed input measures were forced into the regres-
sion equation, and other process and input measures were subsequently allowed to enter the equation in a stepwise manner.
The table shows the signs of the partial relationships of the varizbles in each final regression equation, all variables
having been scaled so that direct relationships of the constructs to the output measure were given by positive relation-
ships. All variables in the final equations ware characterized

as having "significant" partial relationships to the out-put variable (P e .1).

a/
Additonsl measures of staff experience or training

wlre obtained for counselors and directors, but were not used in
che analyses due to the extent to which the data uere indetermlnanc.

8.51
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In general, percent of academic risk students-in the project seemed

the most important of the three project input variables in predicting the

outcome variables; however, this varied from analysis to analysis The only

preprocess variable, other than the three control variables, entering any

of the regression equations was the average with grade academic course load

of project participants. As can be seen in Table 8.15, the pattern of

project variables entering the seven regression equations was not conceptually

reasonable; totally different models were selected for the prediction of

conceptually similar and correlated outcome variables. Moreover, the

nature of the partial correlations between certain process variables and

student outcomes does not yield to a simple interpretation. Notice, for

example, that an emphasis of tutoring and/or remedial instruction during

the summer program is negatively related to change in academic course load

from ninth to current grade. This is most difficult to explain in terms of

an "effect" of this UB activity on the student outcome. A more reasonable

interpretation of this relationship would be that emphasis on this function

was needed by those projects serving students who had decreased their

academic course load and that such an emphasis was less needed by projects

serving students who had maintained or increased their academic course

load. The only process variables showing only positive partial relationships

with one or more outcome measures are emphasis of parental involvement (in

summer and academic year program), emphasis of tutoring and/or remedial

instruction during the academic year, and'relationships between students

and staff.

It should be kept in mind that the stepwise procedure, based on 50

projects, was allowed to select the best set from 36 project variables and

hence the stepwise regression process coull easily be capitalizing on

sampling fluctuations in the correlation matrix. Stepwise solutions

should always be viewed with caution unless they have been cross-validated

on another independent sample to determine if the results are stable. The

sample of 50 projects'is not large enough to allow such a cross-validation

study by split-half techniques. The stepwise regressions do indicate,

however, that some process variables enter the stepwise regression equa-

tions in varying degrees and patterns, and that relationships do, therefore,
.

exist between process and student outcomes for this sample of projects.

427
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B. Rational Model Testing

Further reflection on the results of the stepwise regressions described

above and the nature of the UB project variables led to a decision to

concentrate on testing specific hypotheses concerning the fall-to-fall HS

continuance, percent entering postsecondary institutions, and percent

entering 4-year colleges. Each resulting model contained the three student

input aggregates and a measure of project size. Since these four variables

are related to both project process variables and project outcome variables,

they can be considered as control variables in each of the regression

models designed to test specific hypotheses concerning the effect of UB

program variables. The instructional practices and UB function variables

attempt to measure various aspects of potential differences in the UB

processes. The remaining project level variables are not considered as

directly measuring these potentially important program components. (It is

assumed that factors such as instructor or counselor experience would have

only indirect effects operating through the UB program strategies that they

chose to pursue.)

1. Instructional Practices

The first set of hypotheses to be tested through regression

models concerns the null hypotheses that the three dimensions

of instructional practices have no effect on fall-to-fall continuance,

entry into PSE, or entry into a 4-year college, when controlling for

the three student input variables and project size. The results of

the three regression analyses are presented in Tables 8.16 to 8.18.

Referring to Tables 8.16 through 8.18, it' can be seen that the

instructional practice factors do not significantly contribute to any

of the three regression models. Percent academic risk is a statisti-

callY significant predictor of overall postsecondary entrance rate,

and project size is significant in predicting 4-year college entrance

rate.-30/ In each of the models, student input variables and project

size account for most of the regression sum of squares. Fall-to-fall

HS continuance is associated with the smallest total R
2
, which could

30/
Recall that the reported level of statistical significance is double

that obtained assuming a simple random sample.
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T4Lble 8.16

POSTSECONDARY ENTRY RAGRESSED ON THREE PROJECT INPUT VA1tl.,.8LES,
PROJECT SIZE, AN:TT-ME INSTRUCTIONAL PRACTICE FACTORS

Zero-order
Correlation
with Post-
secondary Regression

Standavdized
Partial

Regression Significance
Source of Variation Entrance Rate Sum of Squares Coefficients Levelf

Percent Male -.073 .0107 -.1272 NS

Percent Poor .111 .0217 -.0338 NS

.6326
Percent Academic Risk -.501 .4889 -.4330 .01

Project Size .402 .1113 .2684 NS

Traditional Formal Methode .157 .0000 -.0063 NS

Nontraditional Formal
Metheds -.084

.0097
.0089 .0637 NS

Informal Methods .038 .0008 .0211 NS

Total Regression -- .6423 -- --

Total Corrected Variation -- 1.9782 -- --

NOTE: This analysis was performed for 52 projects and yielded a total R2 of .3246.

21 The significance level reported is double the significance obtained assuming a
simple random sample.

Table 8.17

FALL-TO-FALL HS CONTINUANCE/COMPLETION RATE REGRESSED ON TBREE PROJECT
INPUT VARIABLES, PROJECT SIZE, AND THREE INSTRUCTIONAL PRACTICE FACTORS

Source of Variation

Zero-Order
Correlation

with
Fall-to-fall
Continuance

Rate
Regression

Sem of Squares

Standardized
?artial
Regression

Coefficients
Signifience

Levei-

Percent,Male

Percent Poor

Percent Academic Risk

Projecc Size

Traditional Formal Methods

Nontraditional Formal
Methods

Iaformal Methods

.088

.072

-.373

.286

.060

-.284

-.084

.0031

.0026

.0659
.0504

.0098

.6001

. 0149
0150

.0000

.0712

.0308

-.2650

.1405

.0037

.2026

-.0120

NS

NS

NS .

NS

NS

NS

NS

Total Regression . -- .0809 -- --

Total. Corrected Variation -- .3925 -- --

NOTE: This analysis was performed for 32 projects and yielded a total R2 of .2083.

a/- The significance level reported is double the significance obtained assuming a
simple random sample.
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Table 8.18
. FOUR-YEAR COLLEGE ENROLLMENT RATE REGRESSED ON THREE PROJECT INPUT
VARIABLES, PROJECT SIZE, AND THREE INSTRUCTIONAL PRACTICE FACTORS

Source of Variation

Zero-Order
Correlation
With 4-
Year College
Entrance
Rate

Regression
Sum of Squares

Standardized
Partial
Regression
Coefficients

Significpce
Level-I

Percent Male

Percent Poor.

Percent Academic Risk

Project Size

Traditional Formal Methods

Nontraditional Formal
Methods

Informal Methods

.091

.097

-.393

.524

.161

-.06B

.1=1

.0190

.0256

.7463
.3220

.3797

.0023

.0443.0102 ,

.0318

.0581

-.0153

-.2314

.4401

.0260

.0250

.1260

NS

NS

NS

.01

NS

NS

NS

Total Regression __ .7906 -- --

Total Corrected Variation -- 2.3037 -- --

NOTE: This analysis was performed for 52 projects and yielded a total R2 of .3431.
a/

The significance level reported is double the significance obtained assuming asimple random sample.
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be due in part to the smaller variation in fall-to-fall continuance/

completion rates across projects relative to postsecondary entrance

rates and 4-year college enrollMent rates. The analyses indicate that

instructional strategies as defined and measured in this study are not

significantly related to any of the three outcome variables when

controlling for student input and project size.31/ These findings

should not be taken to mean that instructional strategies do.not make

a difference in UB outcomes. Rather they indicate that the instruc-

tional strategies measured in this study do not capture the variation

that is predictive of the UB outcomes measured in this study. Th'is

could be due to inadequate measurement characteristics such as the

unreliability of data, lack of sufficient variation among projects on

these measures, or measurement cf the wrong dimensions.

2. Functions lmphasized.

Projet7:t staff rank-ordered:the emphasis of seven UB project

functions or toth the summer antacademic year program. Three of

these functions for both summer and academic year programs were hypo-

thesized ta: impact on the three critical outcome variables. These

functions are: tutoring/remedial instruction, counseling, and parental

involvement. There are six measures in all; three for the summer

program and three for the academic year program. The null hypotheses

to be tested are that these six UB functions have no impact on the

three outcomes when the three student input Variables and project size

ate controlled. The results for the three sets of regression equations

are presented in Tables 8.19 to 8.21.

PSE entry rate is the most predictable of the three outcome

variables from the input, size, and function fadstOrs as shown in

Table 8.19. The R
2
is .499 and the input and size variables con-

tribute over two-thirds of this explained variance. The function

variables do, however, add a signifidant increment to the regression

sum of squares. The standardized partial regression coefficients for

31/
The iero-order correlations of the three instructional practices

factors with each of the three criteria suggest that they are not signifi-
cantly related even without controlling for student input variables and
project size.
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Table 8.19

POSTSECONDARY ENTRY RATE REGRESSED ON THREE PROJECT INPUT VARIABLES,
PROJECT SIZE, AND SIX UB FUNCTIONAL EMPHASIS FACTORS

Zero-Order
Correlation
With Post-
secondary

Standardized
'Partial

Entrance Regression Regression SignificpceSource of Variation Rate Sum of Squares Coefficients Levelr-i
1

Percent Male -.046 .0040 -.1638 NS
1

Percent Poor .174 -.0541 .0348 NS
.6320

Percent lcademic Risk -.496 .4242 1 -.2810 NS

Project Size .455 .1496 .1458 NS

Tutoring/Remedial Instruc-
tion (Summer) -.090 .0001

J -.1389 NS

Tutoring/Remedial Instruc-
tion (Academic Year) .451 .1255 .4493 .025

Counseling (Summer) -.194 .0179 -.1093 NS
.3082

Counseling (Academic Year) -.127 .0004 .0781 NS

Parental Involvement
(Summer) .292 .0263 .0311 NS

Parental Involvement
(Academic Year) .132 .1380 .3323 .05

Total:Regression -- .9400 -- --

Total Corrected Variation -- 1.3351 -- --

NOTE: This analysis was performed for 50 projects and yielded a total R
2

of .4987.
a/

The significance level reported is double the significance obtained assuming asimple random sample.
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tutoring/remedial instruction during the academic year, and parental

involvement during the academic year are statistically different from

0 at the .025 and .05 levels, respectively. Both coefficients are

positive and indicate that higher emphasis on these two factors is

associated with a higher PSE ent:ry rate when other variables in the

regression equation are held constant. The next largest R2 (.433) is

associated with prediction of 4-year college enrollment rate as shown

in Table 8.20. Parental involvement during the academic year again

shows a partial association which is significant at the .05 level, and

-tutoring/remedial instruction during the academic year exhibits the

next largest regression coefficient (although it is not significant at

the .05 level). Four-year college enrollment rate and overall PSE

entry rate are correlated .74, and a similar pattern emerges regarding

the partial associations of the two UB function variables to these

related outcome variables.

The final regression analysis in this set involves regressing the

fall-to-fall HS continuance/completion rate on the same set of inde-

pendent variables. The results of the analysiE are reported in Table

8.21. The R
2
of .285 is the smallest of the three analyses and no

UB function variable showed statistically significant regression

coefficients.

The significant findings that were observed in this subsection

(Tables 8.19 and 8.20) do not necessarily indicate that emphasis on

these project functions effects a higher level of the outcomes con-

sidered. It means that there is a partial association between the

process factors and outcome measures. For example, it could be that

success of the project could increase parental involvement or that

parental involvement covaries with some other factor that causes

projects to have higher PSE entry rates. Another reason why these

findings should be viewed cautiously is that they are marginally

significant. Since the data points are still few relative to the

number of variables, some capitalization on random variation has

likely occurred. These significant findings do, however, suggest

areas toward which further research emphasis can be directed.
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Table 3.20

FOUR-YEAR COLLEGE ENROLLMENT RATE REGRESSED ON THREE PROJECT IMUT
VARIABLES, PROJECT SIZE, AND SIX UB FUNCTIONAL EMPHkEIS FACTORS

I

Zero-Order
Correlation-
With 4- Standardized
Year College Partial
Entrance Regression Regression Signific2r..

Source of Variation Rate Sum of Squares Coefficients Level--

Percent Male .069 .0093 -.0167 NS

Percent Poor .240 .1217
1

.0948 NS
.6474

Percent Academic Risk -.416 .2552 -.2047 NS

Project Size .512 .2612 .2753 NS

Tutoring/Remedial Instruc-
tion (Summer) -.069 .0039 -.0649 NS

Tutoring/Remedial Instruc-
tion (Academic Year) .357 .0312 .341.r. NS

Counseling (Summer) .049 .0150 .0980 NS

Counseling (Academic Year) -.047 .0023
-2021

.0496 NS

Parental Involvement
(Summer) .283 .0133 -.0060 NS

Parental Involvement
(Academic Year) .182 .1364 .3240 .05

Total Regression -- .8497 -- --

Total Corrected Variation -- 1.9605 --

NOTE: This analysis was performed for 50 projects and yielded a total R
2
of .4334.

a/
The significance level reported is double the significance obtained assuming a

simple random sample.
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Table 8.21

FALL-TO-FALL HS CONTINUANCE/COMPLETION RATE REGRESSED ON THREE PROJECT
INPUT VARIABLES, PROJECT SIZE, AND SIX UB FUNCTIONAL EMPHASIS FACTORS

Zero-Order
Correlation
With Fall-
to-Fall HS Standardized
Continuance/ Partial
Completion Regression Regression Significance

Source of Variation Rate Sum of Squares Coefficients Level-i

Percent Male .110 .0046 .0800 NS

Percent Poor .112 .0060 I .0845 NS
.0680

Percent Academic Risk -.366 .0437
f -.3455 .05

Project Size .318 .0137 .2225 NS

Tutoring/Remedial Instruc-
tion (Summer) -.006 .0006 .1007 NS

Tutoring/Remedial Instruc-
tion (Academic Year) -.013 .0209 -.2035 NS

Counseling (Summer) .016 .0000 .0141 NS

Counseling (Academic Year) .032 .0043 . 0415
-.0597 NS

Parental Involvement
(Summer) .189 .0040 .0480 NS

Parental Involvement
.

(Academic Year) .280 .0117 .2144 WS

Total Regression .1095 -_. --

Total Corrected Variation -- .3845 -r --

NOTE: This analysis was performed for 50 projects and yielded a total R
2
of .2849.

a/
The significance level reported is double the significance obtained assuming a

simple random sample.

435

8.60



C. Post Hoc Regression Analyses

The results of the regression analyses presented in the two previous

subsections, as well as results of the discriminant analyses presented in

Section II, suggest that relationships existed between certain project

process variables and student outcomes. Specific project variables that

were hypothesized as being related to student outcomes were general activity

level in the academic year program and parental involvement. A further

investigation of these hypotheses thus appeared warranted; however, such an

investigation is clearly conducted in the spirit of a posteriori analysis.

That is, having decided on the set of process variables to be examined (by

decision rules based on practical and theoretical consideration), certain

relationships were uncovered and specific questions raised. The decision

to further explore the uncovered relationships using other previously

excluded process variables was, however, strictly guided by the relationship

that had already been observed. Such investigations are clearly post hoc.

Item 20 of the PDQ, previously uninvestigated for a relationship to

student outcomes, provides a measure of the activity level of the project

during both the summer and the academic year p'rograms. Directors were

asked to indicate the eXistence at their project of 32 specific activities

during summer and academic year programs. These 32 acLivities were grouped

into nine major areas and a count of the number of activities offered in

each major area constituted the measure of activity level for that area.

The areas were: (1) remedial course offerings, (2) general academic

coutse offerings, (3) enrichment course offerings, (4) minority-specific

course offerings, (5) course offerings in specific skill development, (6)

tutoring activities, (7) counseling and other helping activities in non-

academic areas, (8) counseling and other helping activities in academic

areas, and (9) other activities.32/

32/
The general areas were defined as follows: Remedial Courses, subitems

2, 3, and 5; General Academic Courses, subitems 4, 6, 8, and 9; Enrichment
Courses, subitems 10, 11, and 12; Minority-Specific Courses, subitems 7
and 15; Specific Skill Courses, subitems 13, 14, and 16; Tutoring., subitems
17, 18, 19, and 20; Nonacademic Counseling and Help, subitems 21, 22,
and 29; Academic Counselinvand Help, subitems 23, 24, 25, 26, 27, and 28;
Other Activities, subitems 30, 31, 32, and 33. See Appendix D for specific
subitem identification.
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The resultant activity measures were examined for relationships with

student outcomes, after controlling for project variation on a set of eight

variables previously observed to exhibit relationships with student out-

comes (the seven input variables considered in subsection III.A and project

SA-AO' The control variables were forced into a regression model and the

activity level variables were allowed to enter in a stepwise manner as long

as any remained which were related sufficiently to the outcome measure to

produce a partial F value of 1.5 or greater. Separate analyses were per-

formed for summer measures and academic year measures.

Summaries of these analyses are presented in Tables 8.22 and 8.23 for

the swimer program and academic year program, respectively. These tables

show the partial correlations of all variables in the final stepwise regres-

sion solution with the specific student outcome measure being considered.

Also shown in the tables are: (1) the proportion of variance in the outcome

measures accounted for by a regression model including only the control

variables, and (2) the proportion of variance in the outcome measure accounted

for by the final stepwise regression solution (including the eight control

variables and any activity measure that may have entered the equation).

Although the analyses were conducted using different subsets of

projects (due to the fact that some projects had different patterns of

indeterminate data for summer and academic year measures), a comparison

between the two tables is useful. The patterns of partial correlations of

the control variables to a given student outcome measure are similar,

regardless of whether academic year or summer program activity levels are

included in the final stepwise solution. The control Variables, as a set,

are more predictive of some student outcomes than of others, and individual

control variables are more or less uniquely pradictive depending on the

specific student outcome being considered. These results are in basic

agreement with other regression analyses involving these variables, as

reported in previous subsections.

For the basic Outcome measures (HS continuance, change in academic

GPA, change in academic course load, and PSE entry rate), the gain in

prediction by addition of academic year activity level measures to the
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Table 8.22

SUMMARY OF STEPWISE ANALYSES FOR REGRESSION OF STUDENT OUTCOMES ON.
MEASURES OF SUMMER PROGRAM ACTIVITY LEVEL LN SPECIFIC FUNCTIONAL AREAS

Predi:tor Variables

Student Outcome Measures

Fall-so-
Fall HS

Continuance

Change im
Academic
GPA

2-Year 4-Year
Change in Vocational/ College College
Academic Total PSE Technical Entry Entry
Course:1.mnd Entry Rate Entry Rate Rate Rata

Control Variablesil

Ninth Grade Academic GPA .12 .08 -r9 .27 -.07 .03 .06
Ninth Grade Academic Course

Load .06 -.16 - . CiA4 .45 .20 -.02 .18
Proportion of Ilth Graders -.09 .01 -.34 -.08 .04 -.07
Proportion of 12th graders -.01 .23 .21 -.21 .16 .02 -.21
Proportion Male .14 -.01 .22 .04 -.34 .16 .24
Proportion Poor .18 .28 -.34 -.06 -.17 -.04 .18
Proportion Academic Risk -.01 -.07 -.05 .13 .06 -.10 .07
Project Size .13 -.54 .00 .40 .02 -.20 .29

Functional Areab/-

Remedial Courses -.22 -.31
General Academic Courses -.32 -.34
Enrichment Courses .39 -.23
Minority Specific Courses -.45 .37
Skill Lmprovement Courses -.3?.
Tutoring
Counseling and Other Help

(Nonacademic)
Counseling and Other Help

(Academic) -.22 .38
Other Activities .30

Proportion of variance in depen-
dent variable accounted for by
a model including only the con-
trol variables .218 .418 .472 .477 .163 .076 .267

Propertion of variance in depen-
dent variable accounted for by
the final stepwise regression
model .254 .530 .573 .536 .380 .259 .267

NOTE: These analyses were conducted using the 45 projects for which determinate data were available on all
variables considered. Given in the table are the partial correlations of each predictor variable, which was
enterec in the final stepwise solution, with the student outcome measures.

Al These variables were forced into the regression equation prior to examining any contribution to regres-
sion by che activity levels in the funchional areas.

b/
These measures were computed from responses to item 22 of .the PDQ and reflect the number of specific

activities offered by the project in each of the listed general areas.
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Table 8.23

SUMMARY OF STEPWISE ANALYSES FOR REGRESSION OF STUDENT OUTCOMES ON MEASURES
OF ACADEMIC YEAR PROGRAM ACTIVITY LEVEL IN SPECIFIC FUNCTIONAL AREAS

Predictor Variables

Student Outcome Measures

Fall-to-
Fall HS

Continuance

Change in
Academic
GPA

2-Year 4-Year
Change in Vocational/ College College
Academic Total PSE Technical Entry Entry

Course Load Entry Rate Entry Rate Rate Rate
a-Control Variablea/

Ninth Grade Academic CPA .07 -.26 .19 .32 -.05 .03 .01Ninth Grade Academic Course
Load .13 .15 -.66 .44 .18 -.07 .19Proportion of Ilth Graders -.05 .16 .06 -.41 -.18 .15 -.05Proportion of 12th graders -.06 .48 .24 -.21 -.24 .21 -.11Proportion Male .10 -.24 .27 .12 -.18 -.04 .31..Proportion Poor .17 .18 -.35 .11 .08 -.11 .16Proportion Academic Risk .02 -.21 -.01 .16 -.06 -.02 .06Project Size

b/
Functional Area-

.18 -.38 00 .13 -.32 -.10 .43

Remedial Courses .28 .32General Academic Courses -.55
Enrichment Courses .21 .39 .22
Minority Specific Courses -.26
Skill Improvement Courses .44 .24Tutoring

.29Counseling and Other Help
(Nonacademic)

-.21Counseling and Other Help
-

(Academic) -.25 -.32
Other Activities

.22

Proportion of variance in depen-
dent variable acdounted for by
a model including only the con-
trol variable .206 .407 .479 .464 .225 .074 .267
Proportion of variance in depen-
dent variable accounted for by
the final stepwise regression
model .288 .661 .526 .622 .225 .074 .331

NOTE: These analyses were conducted using the 46 projects for which determinate
data were available on allvariables considered. Given in the table are the partial correlations of each predictor variable, whichwas entered in the final stepwise solution, with the student outcome measures.

a/- These variables were forced into the regression equation prior co examining any contribution to regres-sion by the activity levels in the functional areas.
b/- These measures were computed from responses to item 22 of the P00 and reflect the number of specificactivities offered by the project in each of the listed general areas.
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regression model is generally greater than for summer activity measures.

Relatedly, more of the academic year measures enter into the final stepwise

solutions. For those student outcomes pertaining to pattern of PSE place

ment, the picture is somewhat different. Academic year activity level

variables marginally increase predictability of 4year college placement,

while summer activity level variables substantially increase predictability

of vocational/technical school and 2year college placement.

The results of these analyses do not provide a consistent or stable

picture of relationships between program activity level in specific areas

and the student outcomes. Some regression models are quite reasonable,

while others are much less reasonable. As an example, consider the results

for PSE entry rate. The stepwise solution for the academic year activity

yields an increase of 16 percentage points in predictable variance nf PSE

entry over that accounted for by the control variables. Moreover, the

partial relationships between the activity level measures and PSE entry

rate are positive and reasonable. Holding input and project size constant,

greater levels of academic year activity in the areas of remedial course

work, enrichment courses, and specific skill development courses are related

to higher PSE entry rates. On the other hand, the addition of summer

activity measures raises the predictable proportion of variance in PSE

entry by only about 6 percent. The one activity level measure included in

the stepwise solution is general academic course offering and the sign of

the partial correlation is negative. This suggests that greater levels of

summer program activity in the area of general academic courses is related

to lower levels of PSE entry, controlling for project input and size

differences.

It should be recalled that stepwise methods are quite subject to

chance data fluctuations and that these analyses were post hoc analyses.

Also, as previously indicated, the entry of these measures into the multiple

regression model was facilitated by an extremely generous inclusion rule

criterion. In general, however, these analyses do lend support to the

hypothesis that academic year level is positively related to the basic

student outcomes.

Two items of the PDQ provided data allowing a further investigation of

the hypothesized relationship between parental and community involvement
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and student outcomes. Item 25 of the questionnaire solicited the directors'

evaluation of the effectiveness of activities performed by parents and

community groups; item 27 requested ratings of the support which the project

received from parents as well as from other groups and agencies. Stepwise

regression analyses were performed for each questionnaire item separately

and the results of these analyses for each of the student outcome a:easures

are summarized in Tables 8.24 and 8.25. These analyses were performed in

a manner analogous to that described for the previous analyses of activity

level measures, and the tables present the same type of summary information.

From Table 8.24 it can be seen that the rated effectiveness of functions

performed by parents and community groups entered the stepwise solutions

for only five of the student outcome measures. Increase of explained

variance in the student outcomes by including the function-effectiveness

measures was not substantial except for 4-year college placement, and in

that case the signs of the partial correlations lead to some confusion in

reasonable interpretation. The results presented in Table 8.25 indicate

that the level of support from students' families is not related to any of

the student outcome measures when controlling for project input and size.

The post hoc analyses do not, therefore, support the hypothesis that

parental involvement is related to student outcomes.

IV. SUMMARY

The purpose of this chapter was an exploration of possible relation-

ships of project characteristics and project outcomes. The approach used

reflects an hypothesis-generating philosophy--examining the available

sample data for patterns of relationships and using obtained results to

generate hypotheses that may be subject to test in later studies. Three

sets of variables were available for analysis. They were preprocess measures

(e.g., student grades, student poverty status), process measures (e.g.,

staff characteristics, project functions, type of project instruction), and

outcome measures (e.g., PSE entry rate, change in GPA, type of PSE entered).

Variables within each class were aggregated over students or staff members,
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Table 8.24

SUMMARY OF STEPWISE ANALYSES FOR REGRESSION OF STUDENT OUTCOMES ON EFFECTIVENESS
OF FUNCTIONS PERFORMED BY PARENTS AND COMMUNITY GROUPS

Predictor Variables

Student Outcome Measures

Fall-to-
_Fall HS
Continuance

Chanvt in
Academic
GPA

2-Year 4-Year
Change in Vocational/ College College
Academic Total ?SE Technical Entry Entry
Course Load Entry Rate Entrv Rate Rate Rate

Control Variablesa/ -

Project Size .10 .53 -.14 .30 -.32 -.19 .52
Ninth Grade Academic GPA .11 : -.26 .31 .20 -.05 -.06 .18Ninth Grade Academic Course

Load .05 .13 -.69 .43 .18 -.10 .15Percent of llth Graders -.09 .18 -.04 -.34 -.17 .19 -.09Percent of 12th graders -.09 .27 .32 -.25 -.24 .19 -.06Percent Male .18 -.01 .25 -.05 -.18 -.05 .34
Percent,Poor .21 .34 -.40 .07 .09 .14 .27
Percent Academic Risk -.04 -.21 .03 .06 -.07 -.14 .29

Functions Performed--
b/

Identifying.Eligible
Participants .29

Identifying Potential Staff .23 -.22 .32
Assistance with Basic

Project Proposal .30
Securing Additional Funds
Liaison with Other Agencies

.30 -.46
Direct Volunteer Services
Suggestions for Program

Improvement

Proportion of variance in student
outcome explained by a regression
madel containing only the control
variables .210 .407 .524 .465 .228 .063 .275
Proportion of variance in stu4ent
outcome explained by the final
stepwise regression model .275 .439 .569 .465 .228 .147 .438

NOTE: These analyses were performed using the 45 projects which provided determinate data for all
variables censidered. Given in the table are the partial correlations of each predictor variable,
which was entered in the final stepwise solution, with the student outcome measures.
a/

These variables were forced into the regression equation prior to examining any ooncribution to
regression hy the activity levels in the functional areas.

b/
These measures were computed from responses to item 22 of the ?DO and reflect che number of

specific activities offered by the project in each of the listed general areas.
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as appropriate, to produce project level units of analysis. Many of the

resulting aggregated process measures were reduced to composite indices

through a priori scale construction or factor analysis. The resulting data

base produced a set of 54 observations. Several approaches were tak.In to

uncover possible relationships among the three basic sets of variables

(input, process, and output), using the statistical methods of

multiple discriminant analysis and multiple regression analysis.

The stepwise discriminant analyses followed two distitIct but similar

paths in attempting to establish relationships among the classes of variables.

In the first approach, projects were grouped according to structural and

functional classifications (as defined by the sampling frame for the study)

and these grOups were examined for differences in student input and outcome

measures. In the second approach, projects were empirically clustered in

terms of student outcome measures, and the resultant groups were examined

for differences in process and student input measures. The regression

analyses considered the outcome measures iudividually and examined the

relationships between each measured output and subsets of process and input

variables. Stepwise analyses as well as analyses testing rational a priori

models were performed.

It should be reemphasized that the analyses described in this chapter

are exploratory and indicate, at best, relational information. Assumptions

of causality are in no way warranted. Moreover, the use of stepwise methods

allows considerable margin for error through strictly data-dependent rela-

tionships. Thus, any results of the stepwise procedures should be cross-

validated to determine if, in fact, a stable relationship exists. Further,

it should be kept in mind that these analyses in no way attempt to evaluate

the absolute effectiveness of the UB program, such evaluative analyses

having been presented in Chapter 7. Rather, the focus of the chapter has

been an attempt to identify those programmatic characteristics that allow

one project to better accomplish program objectives than others, while

controlling for differences in students served.

The results of the various analyses resist a precise interpretation,

but one general theme is reflected in the majority of analyses. Pro'ect
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level outcomes as measured in this study show relatively consistent rela-

tionships to the measured input characteristics of the students in the

project; however, they show, at best, weak relatjonships to project process

measures when adjustments for the student input measure differences are

made.

The relationships between student outcomes and preprocess character-

i:r.tics of the students are fairly intuitive and offer little useful infor-

mat :o UB program planners. The fact that a greater proportion of

s?:vdeats are placed in 4-year educational institutions by projects with

pToportionately fewer academic risk students is certainly not a surprising

anding. Any project can determine the preprocess characteristics of its

oarticipants through its selection criteria (for which some latitude

The one small hint of a relationship between process and output comes

frum the frequent occurrence of project size and emphasis of various aca-

d%mic year program functions in the variou,7 regrL-sion and discriminant

to,:)dels, and the notable absence, in such models, of measures of emphasis of

summer program functions. Project size may partially reflect activity

level of the, academic year program, since the measure represents the number

of students enrolled in the project in the fall of 1973. Post hoc regres-

sion analyses, conducted to further investigate this possibility, provided

some small additional support of the major analysis findings. The total

pattern of findings is suggestive of a positive relationship between level

of academic year program activity and student outcomes, but there are other

plausible explanations of this pattern.

The failure to uncover any systematic or consistent set of process

variables which lead to greater success of some projects is disturbing and

counterintuitive, particularly in light of the latitude allowed in these

analyses. Clearly, projects differ in terms of degree of success as seen

in the variability of student outputs over projects. When input differences

of students served by the projects are controlled, however, none of the

measures of project process show consistent relationships to the output

measures. It may be that no relationship between process and outcome

measures exist, although such an interpretation is illogical. On the other
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band, the lack of observed relationship could be attributed to many other

causes: measurement error, inappropriate choice of variables, or inappro-

priate analysis models, to name but a few. One reasonable explanation is

that measurement error and relatively-pervasive relationships between input

and output jointly mask any existing relationships between process and

output. If this is the case, then einer the relationships are relatively

weak or the measurement error iS large, r both.

Another possible explanation of this negative finding is suggested by

site visit obserJations. Project philosophy and goals differ considerably

from one project to another, within the limits defined by the legislation.

Moreover, differing philosophies and goals to lead to emphasis of different

project intervention strategies, to selection of different foci as to the

appropriate target student, and to different emphases on the degree to which

different student outcomes should be maximized. Both the program implemen-

tation and the type of student to be served will be influenced by this

basic philosophy, and, to the extent that the project is successful in

attaining its.goals, it should be measured as "more successful" in terms of

the output measures on which it has concentrated and "less successful" for

those output measures toward which it has devoted little attention.

If this is the case, and visits to 15 of the UB projects do suggest it

as a strong possibility, then there are two implications for this study or

future ones. First, this possibility implies that input measures and

process measures are confounded. That is, different processes are used

because of the fact that different types of students are selected, and

different students are selected because a program has geared its process to

that particular type of student. With this type of confounding, statistical

adjustments for input differences, such as those used'in this chapter,

would tend to wash out any effects due to process.

The second implication is that lacking unitary purposes among projects

(even though the purposes of the program are generally stated in the legislation

and guidelines governing program operation), the effectiveness of a given

project, relative to other projects, should be judged on the basis of

outcomes toward which that project is striving. Given the particular aim
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of a project, some outcomes will be emphasized more than others (and

probably at the expense of others). If one accepts this hypothesis, then

the results of the empirical clustering of projects on these three outcome

measures is quite reasonable. Only one group of projects was consistently

below average on all three outcome measures, and only one cluster exhibited

a strictly above-average profile. The remaining clusters showed, in general,

very high relative effectiveness on some outcome measures but very low

relative effectiveness on others.

This explanation is quit consistent with the pattern of findings

reported in this chapter. To investigate these hypotheses more fully,

however, would require different approaches to both design and measurement

than those employed in this study.

VIP
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Chapter 9

Summary and Conclusions

I. PURPOSE, DESIGN, AND METHODOLOGY

A. Purpose

Under authority of the Economic Opportunity Act of 1964, as amended

(42 U.S.C. 2809), the Office of Fconomic Opportunity (0E0) funded 17 Upward

Bound (UB) projects as a pilot program in the summer of 1965. In 1966, UB

was authorized as a national program under Title II-A of the Economic

Opportunity Act. On July 1, 1969, responsibility for the program was

transferred from 0E0 to the U.S. Office of Education (USOE), Department of

Health, Education, and Welfare (HEW). Currently, UB is authorized under

section 408 of the Higher Education Act of 1965, as amended (20 U.S.C.

1068). The purpose of UB is to prepare and motivate high school (HS)

students to succeed in secondary and postsecondary education. The program

is targeted for low-income youths who have potential.for education in and

beyond HS but who lack motivation and/or adequate HS preparation, and are

thus unlikely to achieve a postsecondary education (PSE) without assistance.

In July 1973, USOE awarded the Research Triangle Institute (RTI) a

contract (number OEC-07;73-7052) to plan and conduct an evaluation of the UB

and Talent Search (TS) programR. RTI carried out the planning study during

the period of June 1973-January 1974; the actual studies were implemented

and conducted from February 1974 to March 1976. (The results of the TS

study are reported in Volume III of this report.)

The legislatively mandated objective of the UB program is the generation

of the skills and motivation necessary for success in education beyond HS.

The primary goal of the RTI study of the program was to evaluate the

accomplishment of two of the program's objectives related to the legislative

mandate: (1) to increase the HS retention rate of its participants, and

(2) to increase the rate of entry of its participants into institutions of

PSE. Evaluation of attainment of actual skills and motivation was a seccnd-

ary goal of the study, primarily because of practical problems involvvA in
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determining and measuring the nature and degree of such skills and motivation.

The current study was, however, designed to provide the basis for a limited

crildy whereby this third objective could be more fully inves-

tigated. Another secondary study goal was to provide a detailed description

of the UB program as it existed during the 1973-74 program year, including

characteristics of the staff and students, their perceptions of the program,

and project operations and costs.

Given these study goals, the study focused on the 333 regular UB

projects operating in the coterminous United States during the 1973-74

program year. The 83 projects operating outside the coterminous United

States and/or classified as special Veterans or demonstration projects were

excluded. The conclusions presented in this chapter are based on the body

of evidence obtained from the study of these projects.

B. General Design

Several sources were consulted in designing the study, including the

enabling legislation, the official guidelines, and the relevant research

literature (in particular, the Greenleigh Associates report of 1970 and the

GAO report of March 1974). Heavy use in the design phase was also made of

selected program personnel, current and former UB staff personnel and

students, and three study advisory councils or panels. Taking into

consideration input from these sources and certain study constraints, the

UB evaluation utilized a quasi-experimental design in which a sample of UB

students and a sample of comparison students were studied through a short

period of time.

The resulting design was basically cross-sectional, with the collection

of some retrospective and short-range longitudinal data. A synthetic

cohort approach was incorporated, making it pcssible to estimate the transi-

tion of UB and comparison students from tenth grade entry into postsecondary

education. Although the adopted design was limited, it was capable of

evaluating study objectives within the time limit requested by USOE; it

required relatively small samples and was thus less costly; and it had

potential for expansion into a longitudinal study.

4 49

9.2



C. Sampling Procedures

To satisfy the study objectives and to obtain resu1r_s that would

contain a minimum of bias, data were collected from many sources and from a

broad spectrum of persons. Multistage probability sampling techniques,

which allow unbiased estimates from the sample data, were employed to

select the necessry- samples of projects, project staff, HSs, and students.

In the first sampling stage, 54 of the 333 eligible UB projects were

selected after stratification on such characteristics as ethnicity of the

majority of students, number of students served, project location, project

emphasis, and type of host institution. Ab a second step, all UB participants

in each sampled project who were in grades 10, 11, or 12 in September or

October 1973 were selected into the UB student saMple. The final sample

contained 3,710 UB students.

Comparison students were defined as students in the same grade levels

and HSs as the UB students, and who were similar to UB students in ethnicity,

low iucome status, and academic risk status. For'each_UB project selected

into the sample, one or more HSs providing students to that project were

selected (averaging two per project). Using data obtained from teachers of

sampled classrooms in each of these HSs, a total of 2,340 comparison students

(about 21 per sampled HS) were selected on the basis of grade level, ethnicity,

low income status, and academic risk status.

In each sampled UB project, the project director and a sample of

counselors and instructors were selected for the questionnaire survey. In

general, six staff members per project were chosen, with proportional

representation of counselors and instructorr. The final sample of UB

project staff included 54 project directors, 104 counselors, and 211

instructors.

Finally, 15 of the 54 sampled UB projects were subsampled for site

visitation. This sample of 15 projects was selected to include at least

one project from each of 10 USOE regions, and to be representative of the

population of UB projects with respect to the ethnic composition and residence

of participants. Three of the 15 projects were also selected because they

had strong academic programs which functioned during the school year as

well as during the summer. Five of the 15 projects, including the three
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projects with strong academic and summer programs, were designated to

receive two site visits--one during the academic year and one during the

summer.

D. Instrumentation and Data Collection

A total of 11 instruments (several of which were available in slightly

different forms) were used in collecting data through questionnaire responses,

interview responses, and student records. Three of these instruments were

questionnaires used to obtain information directly from students; four were

forms which provided information about students and were completed by HS

teachers, RTI study administrators, or UB project staff members; three were

UB project staff questionnaires that were mailed to UB project directors,

project counselors, and project instrqctors; and the remaining form was a

site-visit protocol.

One of the instruments completed by students, the Basic Scudent

questionnaire (BSQ), was administered in the spring of 1974 by RTI study

administrators to the sample of UB and comparison students who were available

at the HSs or projects. A special student Dropout/Transfer Questionnaire

(D/TQ) was mailed to those UB and comparison students who were not available

for the spring administrations of the BSQ (e.g., UB students who left the

program and/or HS, comparison students who left HS, or UB students who were

otherwise absent from the test administrations). The third student question-

naire, the Fall Status Questionnaire (FSQ) administered in the fall of

1974, was used both as a mail survey instrument and as a telephone survey

instrument.

One of the four forms used to collect information about students was

the HS Classroom Roster (HSCR) that was mailed to and completed by homeroom

teachers for the comparison students in the sample. The second was the

Student Transcript Form (STF), used by RTI study administrators to gather

academic record information on UB and comparison students. The third was

the Survey Administrator Roster Form (SARF), used by RTI study administrators

to record reasons for absence of students from the administrations of the

BSQ. The fourth was the Project Roster Verification Form (PRVF), mailed to

directors of each of the sample UB projects, who completed it by verifying

.a list of UB students reported to have been in that project in the fall of

1973 and by specifying the grade level for each verified participant.
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Return rates for these qnestionnaires were in most instances accept-

able. Very low return rates were experienced, however, with the D/TQ.

These questionnaires were mailed (without extensive followup) to those

students who had left t_he HS or project, or who had previously failed to

respond to the BSQ, and who were, as a result, difficult to locate and

probably less motivated to respond. Approximately 85 percent of the UB and

CS groups completed the BSQ administered in spring 1974, and approximately

80 percent of both groups responded to the FSQ ((either by mail or telephone).

Some questionnaire data were t::ollected for 99 .E percent of the.UB group and

98.3 percent of the CS group

The three staff questionnaires were mailed in the spring of 1974 to

the sample of project directors, counselors, and instructors. The return

rates for these staff questionnaires were generally acceptable; 89.9 percent

for project directors, 80.8 percent for counselors, and 72.9 percent for

instructors. Complete staff data (i.e., questionnaires returned by all

sampled staff in a project) were available for only about one-th-rd of the

projects sampled. For about 70 percent of the projects, questionnaires

were available for the project director and for at least half of the coun-

selors and instructors who were sampled.

The site-visit protocol provided the overall guidelines for each site

visit, including the list of :Itajor topics and related questions to be

pursued in the 183 interviews conducted with project directors, project

staff, students, and other persons associated with projects and host insti-

tutions. Based on the impressions gained through these unstructured inter-

views and observations of project activities, a report was prepared for

each of the 15 visited sites.

E. Data Quality

The generally satisfactory response rates do not, by themselves, give

an accurate picture of the extent of missing data for specific questionnaire

items, or of the quality of the available data. Consequently, extensive

checks for missing data, out-of-range data, multiple responses, and incon-

sistent responses (including skip pattern inconsistencies, inconsistencies

within instruments, and inconsistencies between instruments) were performed.
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When feasible, logical and stochastic imputation techniques were used to

rectify some problems of data quality.

Multiple and out-of-range responses within each questionnaire were

infrequent. Item nonresponse within questionnaires occurred at a consider-

ably greater rate; however, such nonresponse was concentrated within a few

items and individuals. There was no serious problem of differential data

availability between the UB and comparison students or among projects. In

all, the extent of unavailable data had no serious impact on the analysis.

Inconsistent responses raised some serious questions regarding data

quality. The major inconsistency problems within instruments arose from

questionnaire items that were nested within complex skip patterns. Conse-

quently, these items were used sparingly in the analysis. In only o few

isolated ,2.ases was the incidence of logically inconsistent responses within

specific questionnaires sufficiently large to pose serious analysis problems,

and in such cases the data item was not analyzed. A matter of greater

concern was the number of inconsistencies observed between the responses

-,:rom two diffRrent soLrces of data (posing questions as to source credibility).

Such inconsistencies were unexpected in light of the relatively objective

nature (e.g., grade in HS, entry into PSE) of the responses being compared.

For some data elements, inconsistency rates approached a high of 25 percent..

The overall picture of intersource inconsistency was somewhat brighter for

the major set of student variables considered (a maximum inconsistency rate

of 4 percent for the 22 major variables).

A final problem related to data quality was the nonrepresentativeness

of the data from the .various respondent subgroups. While the direct analysis

implications of the subgroup differences cannot be directly stated, there

is strong indication of possible bias in results obtained for specific

questionnaire respondent groups. Fortunately, differences between subgroups

of respondents within the UB group were quite similar to those in the CS

group. This suggests, but does not guarantee, that comparisons between the

groups should be relatively free of bias, even when these comparisons are

being made within a particular responding subgroup (such as respondents to

the BSQ).
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F. Analysis

In addition to routine analysis of data quality, three major classes

of analyses were conducted: (1) student-oriented analyses, (2) program-

oriented analyses, and (3) project-by-student analyses. Every effort was

made in these analyses to avoid misinterpretations from spurious results.

Sampling weights were used where feasible in computing the various statis-

tics to provide unbiased estimates of population parameters. Weight adjust-

ments were made for both item and instrument nonresponse.

The first class of analyses addresses questions of the effectiveness

of the UB program with a primary focus on differences between UB partici-

pants and nonparticipants. Although the sample design effectively minimized

differences between the UB and CS groups on certain input-related factors,

a statistical procedure was used to effect an a posteriori equalization of

the two groups.

The thrust of the program-oriented analyses is descriptive and either

the project, specific project personnel, or subgroups of UB participants

served as the units of analysis. The project-by-student analyses investi-

gated relationships between a set of variables refletting output measures

and sets of student input.and project process measures. For these analyses,

concern shifts from national program effectiveness to an evaluation of

differential program operations and the relative value of particular approaches

to UB objectives.

II. SUMMARY AND INTERPRETATION OF MAJOR FINDINGS:

CHARACTERISTICS OF UB PROJECTS, STAFF, AND STUDENTS

A major finding of the study, supported by the impressions gained by

the site visitations and the analyses of the various questionnaire responses,

is that UB does not appear to represent a single intervention treatment, or

even two or three clearly delineated treatments. It is not easy to describe

a typical project except in the most general terms. Variation, rather than

commonality, was the salient aspect of program description for most of the

dimensions considered. Within the general limits established by program

guidelines, projects varied extensively in terms of the students served and
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the way in which specific intervention strategies were implemented. Pursuit

of the general objectives of the UB program appeared to be common across

projects, but particular programmatic emphases and assumptions relative to

the attainment of the general objectives showed considerable variation

among projects.

A. Project Costs

The analysis of the sources and uses of funds provided a descriptive

profile of the financial characteristics of the UB projects. The welEnted

estimate of average total cost per project (excluding in-kind contribons)

was $111,986 for the 1973-74 program year. For the.1973 summer program,

the estimated cost was $63,769 per project or approximately $830 per student

served; for the 1973-74 academic year program, the estimated average cost

was $51,863 or approximately $700 per student served. Over 90 percent of

these monies were contributed by federal sources. Projects reported receiving

an average of $9,149 worth of in-kind contributions, such as office space,

facilities, and personnel services, although these estimates may be low.

For the summer program, personnel costs accounted for about 45 percent

of the sum of all reported component costs, other direct costs accounted

for 50 percent, _And indirect costs accounted for the remaining 5 percent.

Analogous costs for the academic year program were 50 percent, 45 percent,

and 5 percent, respectively. Thus, wages and salaries constituted the

largest single expense, followed by payment tor student room and board (26

percent of summer program costs and 12 percent of academic year program

costs), and for student stipends (6 percent of summer program costs and 14

percent of academic year program costs).
1

Considerable variability was observed in the reported project cost

figures. The range of reported total costs, excluding in-kind contribu-

tions, was from $9,792 to $175,000 during the summer program and from

$19,500 to $134,000 during the academic year. Nonfederal support ranged

from $0 to well over $100,000, with the preponderance of projects reporting

no nonfederal funding.

Examinations of associations between project costs and certain project

characteristics uncovered only a trivial relationship; the number of students
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served was found to be positively associated with total project costs.

This relationship was observed for the total program year, and within

summev and acad,±m;, 7ear components. Wben numbers of students served is

controlled, no significant differences in project costs were found between

projects housed at public vs. private institutions, or projects in rural,

small urban, or large city locations. These results are not surprising

since project funding is determined by a formula which accounts for number

of students to be serv,,d.

In summary: the average federal cost per student for the summer

program was about $830 in 1973-74, and for the academic year pro:cam

about $700. The project directors estimated that less than 10 percent

of program'costs come from nonfederal sources, either cash or in-kind

contributionsi_ the programs thus depend heavily on federal fundin .

About half of the roject funds are used to su..ort staffing_ costs

and from one-fourth to one-third of the funds are used for student room,

board, and stipends. Variability of total costs among_programs was found

to exist, of course, but appeared to be principally a function of the

number of students served, and not of such factors as host institution

characteristics or urban-rural origin of students. Thus, federal costs

appear not to have escalated sharply since 1969, if the Greenleigh survey

figure of annual per student cost in that year of $1,331 can be accepted as

comparably derived; and, no factors were observed that would suggest

institutional or urban-rural inequities in funding.

B. Project Staffing

On the average, the sampled projects were staffed by one and one-half

full-time equivalent (FTE) administrative employees during both the academic

year and summer programs. The average number of FTE support personnel was

slightly greater in the summer (3.7) than in the academic year (2.4). The

major staffing difference between the two program components was found in

the area of service delivery (e.g., instructors and counselors). Projects

were staffed, on the average, by 4.3 FTE service delivery employees during

the academic year but this number increased to 11.5 during the summer

program. There was considerable variation about these average staffing
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profiles, but no significant associations were found to exist between

project staffing patterns and other project characteristics.

Most staff members were young (age 35 or less), although project

directors as a group were slightly older than the instructois and coun-

selors. Nearly all project directors', and over half of the instructors and

counselors, were male. The greatest proportion of project directors were

black (47 percent), while the greatest proportion of instructors and coun-

selors were white (55 and 42 percent, respectively). Also represented

among UB staff were American Indians, Mexican Americans, Puerto Ricans, and

Orientals. These fout categories in combination accounted for 19, 11, and

24 percent of the directors, instructors, and counselors, respectively.

Based on site visitation data, projects appeared to employ staff of the

same ethnicity as that of the student participants, though not always in

the same representative proportions. Staff members tended to come most

frequently from families where the fathers were laborers or service workers

(50 percent of the directors and nearly 40 percent of the counselors and

instructors), although the fathers of from 15 to 20 percent were reported

as professionals.

Most staff personnel had obtained at least a bachelor's degree, with

slightly more than half having obtained a degree at the master's level or

higher. Over a third of the staff reported participation in continuing

education at the time they completed their questionnaires. In addition,

the majority of project directors and counselors, and approximately 40

percent of the project instructors, had attended some type of ::raining

institute which offered special training in teaching, counseling, or program

administration for "disadvantaged" students. For the most part, the course

work and tiaining completed by the UB project staff appeared directly

related to their job needs.

In addition to their formal training and education, UB project staff

generally had a good deal of practical experience in their field of work,

and to a lesser extent, working specifically with d_Isadvantaged students

(although for the most part this experience had been gained in working with

the TRIO Programs). Most project directors reported several years of

experience working with disadvantaged students in either an administrative
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or some other capacity, or both. Over 80 perceat of the instructors reported

at least 1 year of full-time teaching experience, while 60 percent reported

having 5 or more years of teaching experience. Counselors as a group

reported somewhat less experience in their field than did the instructors.

There appeared to be a fairly high turnover of instructional staff,

rene.ting a policy of replacing one-third of the instructors each year.

The turnover suggested by the program guidelines is intended to expose

larger numbers of HS teachers to the UB program. Turnover may also serve a

screening function; or, it could reflect the uncertainties in year-to-year

funding with confirmation of funding coming generally just before new

programs must begin. In any case, given the short period of time that many

projects have been in operation, and the apparent fact that on-the-job

experience is the most frequent source of highly relevant training, it

would appear that special training programs could be most valuable, and

could also facilitate the development of a professionalism and commitment

to the special compensatory and motivating challenges these staff face.

In summary: projects appear to beadesuasegfed,..with individuals

of acceptable levels of formal training and experience for their positi(ms.

Stafi turnover and the fact that the ma ority of s ecifically relevant

experience is gained from participating in the suggest

special additional training would be desirable.

C. Staff Duties and Work Loads

Staff members spent the largest percent of their working time as would

be expected; that is, the greatest proportion of the director's, instruc-

tor's, and counselor's time was spent on general administration, teaching,

and counseling, respectively. However, all staff members performed a

number of activities in common, principally, teaching and counseling. Some

few staff members reported that their time was distribated among specified

activities in a manner which was very discrepant from an ideal allocation

of time. There was, however, no consistent trend in any of the three staff

groups to report that more or less than an ideal amount of time was being

allocated to any specific activity.

During the summer program, full-time instructors taught an average of

2.9 clasSes, while part-time instructors averaged a slightly lower workload
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of 2.4 classes, but the distribution of teaching load reflected consider-

able diversity. Almost 13 percent of full-time summer instructors were

teaching one class or less during the summer, while over 18 percent of the

part-time instructors were teaching four or more classes during the same

period.

In performing their teaching functions, instructors reported extensive

use of individualized instruction. Other common practices reported aF used

extensively by at least a third- of the instructors included seminars or

class discussions, open classrooms, and nongraded claSses. In contrast,

there was little reported use of competitive and noncompetitive grading

systems, team teaching, or ability grouping.

During the summer program, the median number of students counseled per

week in individual or group sesPions was the same (about 16.5) for both

full- and part-time counselors. During the ccademic year, the median

numbers of weekly individual counseling sessions (and the median number of

students counseled) for full- and part-time counselors, respectively, were

10.1 and 6.3. Full- and part-time counselors served a weekly average of

22.9 and 3.8 students, respectively, in group sessions during the academic

year. The median lengths of individual counseling sessions both during the

summer and academic year was about 30 minutes for full-time counselors, and

about 22 minutes for part-time counselors. Median.group session lengths

were about 40 minutes in both summer and academic year programs for full-

time counselors and about 26 minutes for part-time counselors. Most full-

and part-time counselors reported that each student attended a total of two

to four counseling sessions during the summer and academic year programs.

Major concerns expressed Ly students during these counseling sessions were

with entry into 4-year colleges, personal and family problems, social and

situational problems, high school adademic problems, and finances.

In summary: most staff members appear to be carrying reasonable

work loads, and to be directing their energiesefficieratly toward their

DB- project duties. Administrators instructors..? and counselors perform

many functions or activities in COMMQ, Instruction tends to be oriented

toward group discussion or individualized instruction, and competition

is deewphasized. The work load seems to be e ucllv spread over full-time
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and part-time staff members. Full-time instructors teach only slightly

more classes than art-time instructors on the average. Part-time

and full-time counselors carry the same number of students in the summer

but part-time counselors serve fewer students in the academic year than

do full-time counselors, particularly in rou as o..osed to individual

sessions. Part-time counselors spend slightly less time with their

counselees than do full-time counselors.

D. Recruitment and Characteristics of Students

UB students reported first hearing about the program from a variety of

sources, the most frequent of which was other UB students (30 percent).

Othcx sources mentioned by over 5 percent of the students were school

guidance counselors, UB staff members, .and school teachers. These results

support the site visit observations that formal student recruitment was

carried out in most projects by "contact counselors" or other personnel

employed not by UB but by the feeder high schools. U3 project directors

and staff assumed responsibility for the final selection of students (using

various criteria but generally considering factors such as student poverty

status, student grades and aptitude test scores, teacher and counselor

recommendations, evidences of student motivation, and persona2 intuition).

- Many ethnic groups were represented by UB students in the 1973-74

program year: approximately 61 percent were black; approximately 18 percent

were white; and approximately 20 percent were AMerican Indians, Mexican

Americans, Puerto Ricans, and Orientals. More UB students were females (56

percent) than males. Approximately 35 percent of the students were 16 to

18 years of age; and approximately 39,-and 45 percent were in grades

10, 11, and 12, respectively. It should be noted here that altho4gh projects

have staff of the same ethnicity as the students, project staff proportions,

by ethncity or sex, do not match student proportions. For example, 47

percent of the project directors, and about 33 percent of instructors and

counselors, were black; 34 percent of project directors, 55 percent of

instructors, and 42 percent of counselors were white. :Although Native

American and Mexican American project directors appeared in about the same

proportions (19 percent) as :students of similar ethnicity, only about 10
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percent of the instructors were in these categories; counselors in these

ethnic categories represented about 24 percent of the population of coun-

selors, but of that only about 3 percent were Native American. Only one

Oriental (an instructor) appeared in the sample of 286 staff members

responding. Almost 90 percent of project directors, and about 55 percent

of the counselors and instructors, were male.

Based on ninth grade academic information, slightly more than half of

the UB students were classified as being "academic risks." Also, slightly

less than half had been enrolled in a general course of study in the ninth

grade, about one-third had been enrolled in an academic curriculum, and

only 10 percent had been enrolled in a vocational/business course of study.

With regard, however, to the definition and interpretation of "academic

risk" or the promise of academic attainment following program participation,

much fuzziness and potential variability exists. Project staff tended to

rely on school recommendations and personal intuitions, variously formed,

in selecting the relatively small numbers of students among applicants or

potential applicants that could be accommodated. Low motivation and

relatively low grades were frequently cited as a basis for selection, yet

some project staff reported seeking students Tt/ith clear evidence of high

motivation and tolerated high academic performance if the low income criterion

was met. The lack of operational specificity in the definition of the

target group not only interjects difficulties in accounting for input and

proeess interactions, but also reinforces the supposition that different

programs do (or should do) different things if their students are to be

properly facilitated.

Using an index that is closely related to, but not identical to,

federal poverty level guidelines, approximately two-thirds of the UB studeuts

were considered to be at or below poverty level. Roughly one-half the

Parents of UB students had attained a formal education equivalent to or

greater than a high school degree. Less than 5 percent of the parents had

as much as a 4-year college education. The majority of fathers were laborers

or service workers; the majority of mothers were either homemakers, laborers,

or service w3rke.r:s. Approximately 5 percent of the UB students had also

participatcd in a Talent Search (TS) Program. Slightly over half of the UB
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students reported no participation in other intervention programs (exclu-

sive of TS and UB).

Directors, instructors, and counselors showed a high degree of simi-

larity in their ratings of the UB students in their project. All three

perceived LIE students to be most proficient in peer relations and creativity.

Student general academic ability was rated to be above average by all staff

categories. The lowest ratings were given to student attitudes toward

authority and toward school; but student attitude toward life was rated

quite high. The stUaents' self-concept and attention span were also rated

poor.

In summary: althouah the,program appears to contain a majority of

the kinds of students for which it is intended with regard to poverty

criteriaAand perhaps, with regard to ethnicityli_IlLedefigision_of the

target:group with regard to academic achievement potential _Or to nature

of detriment to academic achievement, other than poverty status) appears

to var as a matter of its inherent lack of s ecificity o erational

feasibility, or differences in interpretation among staff in various

projects. Some of the differences found (e ro ects deliberatel

recruiting highly motivated, but_perhaps otherwise disadvantaged students)

may represent a desirable heterogeneity, but this heterogeneity appears

to result from variability in personal convictions or yreferences of

project staff or lack of a mana eable degree of reciseness in the

definitions of target group in the legislationcy in the guidelines.

This is not to state, however, that ineligible or undeserving students are

being served, but that a variety of kinds of disadvantagement are probably

now.(haphazardly) represented.

E. Project Activities and Services

A wide range of courses and classes, tutoring and counseling services,

sports, social and cultural activities, and medical and dental services

were offered by projects during both tne summer and academic year programs.

Tutoring and counseling services were generally offered by all projects

during both sessions, but there was greater variability'in availability of

other activities. The greatest variation occurred in the availability of
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sports and specific types of courses. A greater variety of courses seemed

to be available during the summer program than during the academic year.

During the academic year, a greater number of projects offered counseling

and other assistance concerned with the more immediate needs of obtaining

jobs than were offered during the summer program. .The two functions rated

(whather by directors, instructors, or counselors) as being the most empha-

sized during both summer and academic year sessions were tutoring/remedial

instruction and counseling. Cultural enrichment activities during the

summer and'community and school liaison work during the academic year-were

the third most emphasized functiOns.

Project staff questionnaire responses are consistent with site-visit

observations of the programmatic differences between the academic year and

summer sessions. During the academic year, some students experienced a

program consisting of irregular meetings concerned mostly with counseling;

others experienced a series of weekly meetings involving counseling,

tutoring, and formalized classes. Some projects devote considerable time

to applying for college admission and financial aid, others place much less

emphasis on this matter. In short, the academic year program activities

appear to vary markedly from project to project.

Project summer programs, on the other hand, are much more likely to

provide a common set of experiences; i.e., 6 weeks of formal classes,

recreation, extensive counseling and tutoring, cultural activities, and

exposure to the wider world of the host institution. At the same time,

there were important differences in the degree of structure in the summer

program. Some programs were highly structured and offered students little

freedom in choosing course opttons; others were quite laissez faire in

-their approach to students' selection of courses, class attendance, and

followthrough on academic and other responsibilities.

Given a list of 32 specified UB activities and services, UB students

indicated those activities which were available and those in which they

participated. Additionally, they rated the degree to which they were

helped by each of the activities in which they participated. With few

exceptions all the listed courses and services were available to at least

two-thirds of the students. Courses generally available to all but a few
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students (15 percent or less) included: basic subjects such as reading,

remedial English, English, remedial mathematics, and mathematics. Counseling

services and other activities related to entry into postsecondary education,

and such cultural enrichment activities as sports, social gatherings, and

cultural events were also reported to be generally available.

The activities most commonly available to most UB students were also

characterized by the highest participation rates (among those students for

whom the activities had been available) and were considered to be the most

helpful (among the students who had participated). The common availability,

participation, and reported helpfulness of these activities support the

reports of staff members that tutoring or remedial instruction, counseling,

and cultural enrichment are three of the im-it emphasized and valued functions

in the UB program. At the same time, a minority of students, sometimes

reaching substantial proportions and seldom dropping below 10 percent,

rated the activities as "of little or no help to me." The activities more

frequently perceived as of little help incluled: help in finding jobs (33

percent so rating this activity); art or music courses (25 percent);

tutoring by other students in the program (27 percent); individual coun-

seling on personal problems (19 percent); counseling on choice of career

(17 percent); or courses in learning how to study (17 percent). These

reactions may be based, of course, on differential student need or interest

or on differenti.al effectiveness of the function in meeting the needs it

was designed to serve.

In summer : althou n the overall_program exhibits considerable

variability--particularly in the academic year component--UB seems to be

effective in providing and delivering_the basic activities required by

the guidelines. At the same time, not all students find all project

activities helpful (as might be expected), with one-gvarter or more finding

vocational lacement counseling on ersonal problems, fine art courses2_

or tutoring by other UB students to be of little or no

F. Staff Rating 6f Teaching Behaviors and Educational Goals

There was an extremely high degree of agreement and similarity in the

ratings of educat:;.onal goals by project directors, counselors, and instructors.
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In general, the staff agreed that the more important goals of education

were developing student enthusiasm for learning, helping students to feel

important, and providing students with a solid grasp of fundamental skills.

Lowest ratings were given to the goals of developing language skills in

English for the students from non-English speaking backgrounds, and increas-

ing student effectiveness in dealing with authority figures.

Instructors rated the following behaviors to be most important in

their teaching: encouraging students to become involved; giving students

. praise and affection; answering student questions; encouraging students to

make choices; talking with students; and diagnosing individual learning

problems. Considered to be of less importance were the use of disciplinary

measures, working with parents, establishing a clear time structure, and

using rewards to shape behavior. These ratings of the importance of teaching

behaviors were generally congruent with the instructors' ratings of educa-

tional goals.

G. Student Evaluations of UB Projects

UB students rated the quality of 15 instructional and/or operational

aspects of their projects (curriculum content, quality of administration,

and staff and student interrelationships) separately for the academic year

and summer programs. Although the rating patterns were similar, the average

ratings of academic year program were slightly lower than that of comparable

elements in the summer program. In general, project aspects were rated as

quite good for both sessions; however, some project elements were rated no

better than "fair" by substantial proportions (from 10 to 45 percent) of

students. Most frequently in this latter category were amount of student

stipend, participation by parents, or student-directed discipline activity.

Students perceived the UB program's central functions such as day-to-

day operations of teaching, counseling, and administration (including

discipline) to be well conducted and organized. They considered the best

qualities of the program to be the staff's interest in the students and the

harmonious relationships that existed among the staff and among the students.

They also prized highly the staff's willingness to accept student suggestions.

Interviews with students during the site visits generally confirmed ithe
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student questionnaire responses. The students interviewed were generally

enthusiastiz: about project activities, appreciative of the opportunity to

"learn and still have a good time," and generally expressed particular

loyalty to the UB project and its staff. They also expressed a more favor-

able reaction to the summer component than to the academic year component.

Of the potential benefits attainable from UB participation, students

rated gaining a better understanding of the need for education and being

prepared to gain admission to college or other types of schools as being

most important. Personal development and interpersonal growth were seen as

next most important. The potential benefits regarded as being less important

were: having a change from the routine of regular school, making close

friends, participatt.1 in extracurricular activities, and obtaining financial

aid for medical serNioes and other needs beyond the UB stipend. Importance

of the potential benefits is, however, a relative concept, and even for the

least important benefit nuhstantial proportions of students felt it very

important.

In general, the degree to which each potential benefit was perceived

as important was directly related to the extent to which the benefit had

been received. There were, however, some deviations from this trend--the

most marked of which was the coniderable proportion of students who viewed

as important the benefits of learning better study skills and becoming

better prepared for postsecondary education but who reported receiving the

benefits to only a moderate degree.

With one exception, a plurality of students indicated that no changes

had been perceived in the way "significant others" had changed their opinions

about,them as a result of their participation in UB. The exception involved

parents, and approximately 55 percent of the students felt that their

parents thought more highly of them because of their participation in UB.

Of those students reporting changes in the opinions of others, substantially

higher proportions indicated positive rather than negative change (students

indicating negative change wer2 in r.he 1 to 3 percent range, while those

indicating positive change were in the 27 to 39 percent ra-ge).

In summary: students involved in the UB projects appear positive

about the staff and their program experience. The malitv of the curriculum,
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of counseling and tutoring, and of overall administration is perceived as

quite high, as is the pattern of staff and student interrelationships. The

ilelf-reortsofthestudentsstron3--PZ_ziestthattheareincooratin
program objectives into their own behavior, self-:concept, and aspirations.

H. Relations with Host Institutions and Other Supporting Groups

In general, UB staff reported receiving moderately effective support

from their host institutions, their advisory coimittees, and other parent

and community groups. The staff and students reported good relationships

internally among staff and students, suggesting that in most projects the

directors, staff, and students formed a higIlly cohesive group. Practically

all project directors reported the existence of a Parent Advisory Committee;

while approximately half reported the existence of a Community Resources

Committee. Nearly all projects with the specified committees reported

meeting at least twice a year, with a majority holding meetings at least

four times a year.

Amost 90 percent of the project directors-rated their host insti-

tutions (primarily public arid private colleges and universities) as being

supportive; but no host :7'stitution was seen as unsupportive. Evidence of

host institution support and commitment to specified projects, and to the

UB concept in gened7a1, was also obtained in site visits. Host institutions

at most visited sites gave faculty or administrative status to project

directors; many included their regular instructors in the summer program;

and, virtually all made the programs and facilities of the institution

available to UB students on an equal basis with the regular studnt body.

The majority of UB host institutions also administered other programs

for the disadvantaged. About half administered Special Services projects;

and approximately 15 percent administered Talent Search projects. Most

project directors also reported that other programs for the disadvantaged,

that were not administered by their host institutions, operated in the same

area. Other UB projects operated in the area of about half the reporting

projects. Other programs reported as operating in their area by over half

of UB directors were l'ent Search, Special Services, Neighborhood Youth

Corps, High School V. :tudy, Veterans Programs, and High School Equivalency

Programs.
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Most project directors reported cooperative relationships with these

other programs in their areas. UB instructors and counselors also reported

receiving a high degree of cooperation from high schools and postsecondary

institutions. This high degree of cooperation is extremely important

because UB projects typically depend on: (1) high schools for recruiting

students, writing information about the student's school performance, and

developing complementary programs of study for students; and (2) post-

secondary institutions for processing UB participant applications, granting

admission, administering financial aid, and providing for the needs of

students in the institutions.

Many project directors interviewed during site visits felt the need

for more assistance, monitoring, feedback, and direction than they were

currently receiving from the national and regional offices of USOE. A

special concern common across projects and regions was the timing of

notification of funding and consequent late funding.

In summary: the projects appear to be very much at home with, and

an integral and accepted part of, their host institutions; they appear

effective in utilizing other facilitating instrumentations provided by

the institutions and communities. Thez would generally like more contact

with, and direction and assistance from, the national and regional offices

of USOE.

III. SUMMARY AND INTERPRETATION OF MAJOR FINDINGS:

ATTAINMENT OF BASIC UB OBJECTIVES

To evaluate the attainment of basic UB objectives, a series of analyses

were focused on comparative student outcomes for the populations of UB

participants and comparison students, or for certain subgroups thereof.

Differences between these populations on sucil factors as grade level, sex,

race, academic risk, poverty status, and general region, state, district,

or school-specific educational environments were reduced by the sample

design or by a posteriori statistical equalization of the two groups.

After balancing, the UB and comparison student populations were, in general,

quite comparable. Thus, it is reasonable to assume that any differences in
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outcome measures between the two populations are primarily related to UB

participation.

A. Increasing High School Retention

Two types of HS continuance/completion rates were analyzed. The first

was a fall-to-spring (within-school-year) rate; the second a fall-to-fall

(full-year) rate. The latter rate takes into consideration those students

who drop out in the summer --acation between the academic years.

The fall-to-spring HS continuance/completion rate within each of grade

levels 10, 11, alid 12 is higher for the UB group than for the comparison

group, but the observed differences are statistically significant only for

grades 10 and 11. Regardless of grade level considered, however, continuance/

completion rates for both groups were quite high, ranging from 93 to 98

percent. Within the UB group, completion rates for twelfth graders tended

to increase with the length of time students had spent in the UB program.

The fall-to-fall HS continuance/completion rate picture is somewhat

different. As expected, the fall-to-fall rates are lower for both groups,

ranging from 85 to 93 percent. The only statisti,:ally significant rate

difference was for grade 10, in which che UB students showed higher rates

(91percent vs. 86 percent for the control group). Further, the fall-to-

fall rate does not appean to be related to the extent of UB participation.

A Markov model for educational continuance, using the synthetic cohort

feature of the study design, indicated that the probability of twelfth

grade completion, given tenth gradeantry, is not significantly related

to UB participation, regardless of thaextent of that participation.

Based on these analyses, there is little evidence to su .ort the

hypothesis that the UB program is significantly increasing high school

retention among. its participants. On the other hand, the extent of high

school dropout is at a relatively limited level on a year-by-year,basis,

although the cumulativ:, impact over the last 3 high school years is esti-

mated to approach 30 percent for UB or similar students.

B. Increasing the Rate of Entry Into PSE

The most important objective--and the basic mandate of the enabling

legislation--is to improve the numbers of "disadvantaged" students who
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enter postsecondary education. The differences in PSE enrollment rates

between the UB and comparison students were found to be both statistically

and practically significant due to their absolute magnitude--and to be in

favor of the UB program. Among high school graduates, less than half of

the comparison students entered PSE as compared to almost three-fourths of

the UB participants. AlEagallindividuals who could have entered PSE

(i.e., those not still in US including hi h school dro outs), the data

indicate that 13 of 20 UB students entered PSE as compared to 8 of 20

com arison students. There is also statistical evidence that among HS

graduates PSE entry rate is positively related to length of participation

in the UB program, although the absolute magnitude of the increase is less

than 10 percent.

Although the stated objective does not specify placement in any

particular type of postsecondary institution, most UB students apply to

and enter 4-year institutions. Of those UB students entering postsecondary

institutions, about "i5 percent enrolled in 4-year colleges or universities

and about 20 percent entered 2-year junior or community colleges. The

remaining students .imtered vocational, trade, or other sAlools. Comparable

figures for the entering comparison students were about 45, 30, and 25

percent, respectively.

Given these results, it appears that UB participation is Rositively

related to immediate entry into postsecondary uducation, in both a quali-

tative ahdRuantitative sense. The most plausible explanation for this

relationship (though not the only one) is that UB program participation,

per se, significantly raises the probability of student entry into PSE..

It shcid be noted, however, that the data in this study do nor allow an

assessment of postsecondary persistence within the two groups, nor do they

allow examination of hypotheses regarding entry into PSE a year or mor.

after graduation.

C. Generating Skills and Motivation Necessary for Success in Education

Beyond High School

The extent to which UB is meeting this objective could not be directly

and rigorously evaluated due to the difi'.culty in defining and/or measuring
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such variables in an essentially cross-sectional study. An indirect evalu-

ation was conducted, however, by exam::ning differences bet-,:een the UB and

comparison students on factors theoretically and empirically related to

success in postsecondary education. Specifically examined were changes

that occurred in: high school academic measures from ninth grade to current

grade (grade point average, proportion of academic credits taken, and

academic credits passed); aspirations and expectat5-,s postsecondary

education; and actions taken in preparation for po:, '1.ary education.

There is no su..ort for a relationshi between a ,articiption and

change in academic factors. There is evidence, however, that greater

proportions of UB participants planned and expected to attend and complete

PSE. There is also evidence to sapport the hypothesis that the UB program

is facilitating actions taken by students in preparation for PSE, including

application. The data further indicate that proportionally more UB appli-

cants to PSE institutions apply for financial aid than do equivalent groups

of comparison students; and that while UB aid applicants do not receive

more offers of aid, they do receive more adequate offers (generally in the

form of larger grants).

The overall thrust of these results suggests that the UB program is

providing supportive, advocacy, and advisory services that facilitate

entrance into PSE. Considering the limitatons of much of the data used

to produce the results reported in this subsection (e.g., the question-

able nature of the particular measures used and the attenuation of data

due to large amounts of indeterminate responses and/or a mnall number of

cases), these results are less reliable than those involving HS continuance

.or PSE entry; however, they support and help to explain the higher PSE

entry rates found for UB program students.

IV. SUMMARY AND INTERPRETATIONS OF MAJOR FINDINGS: THE

RELATIONSHIPS OF STUDENT OUTCOMES TO PROJECT CHARACTERISTICS

Sample_data were explored in an attempt to establish relationshivs of

specific project functional and structural characteristics with student

outcome measures. The statistical methods of multiple discriminant analysis
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and multiple regression analysis were used in these exploratory analyses.

One general theme was reflected in the majority of analyses: the preprocess

characteristics of the students served by a project were consistently

related to project level outcomes as measured in this study; however,

when student preprocess differences were controlled, there remained, at

best, weak relationships between project process measures and_project

level outcomes. The relevant student characteristics include: ninth grade

.GPA and academic course load, the proportion of poverty level students in

the project, the number of students in the project, the percent of male

students, and the proportions of students who were juniors and seniors.

The basic finding suggests that the higher the level of input (e.g., higher

ninth grade GPA, lower proportions of academic risk students), the more

likely the project was to achieve the basic goal of inducing or experiencing

high PSE entry rates. This relationship does not provide any useful infor-

mation for program-level decisionmaking, since any project can determine,

through selection procedures, the academic quality of participants (within

the constraints of the program guidelines).

There was one srall but relatively consistent hint of a relationship

between a few academii: year activities and the outcome measures considered.

The pattern of this weak findiag is suggestive of a possible relationship

between level of academic year program activity'and student outcomes.

There are, however, other plausible explanatiorx of this pattern.-

Other relationships between program procs and output measures did

not appear stable, consistent, or conceptually reasonable. The most pre-

dictive relationships between process measures and the individual student

outcomes were given by models that were qualvely different. Such a

lack of internal consistency is especially dicl_ncerting in a case Such as

this in which many of the output measures are conceptually similar and

correlated. Further,.the partial correlations between student outcomes and

some project characteristics were negative, suggesting counterintuitive

relationships 3uch as that of project emphasis on academic coun::eling being

associated with lower postsecondary entry rates. Given that one of the

dangers of the stepwise analysis techniques used is that they cap;....dize on

chance sampling fluctuations, the inconsistent relationships were dismissed

as artifactual.
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The failure to discover any systematic set of project characterisLics

that were related to project success is disturbing and counterintuitive,

particularly in light of the latitude allowed in these analyses. It could

be that such relationships do not exist, although such an interpretation is

illogical. On the other hand, lack of observed relationship could be

attributed to Jiany other causes--measurement error, inappropriate choice of

variables, or inappropriate analysis models, to name but a few. One

reasonable explanation is that measurement error and relative perw,sive

relationships between input and output jointly mask any existing relation-

ships between procr-ss and output. If this is the case, then either the

relationships are relatively weak or the measurement error is large, or

both.

Another possible explanation of this pattern 0: negative findings (and

one that is suPported by observations during site visit.) is that input

measures and process measures are confounded. That is, different processes

are used because different types of students are selected, and different

students are selected because a program has geared its process to that

particular type of student. With this type of confounding, statistical

adjustments for input differences, such as those used in ,.hese analyses,

would tend to wash out any effects due to process. This explanation is

quite consistent with the study findings, but to investigate the hypothesis

more fully would require different approaches to both design and measure-

ment than those employed in this study.

4 7 3

9.26


